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11 AUBREY WALK,

LONDON UK W8 7JH.
TEL: 0171 351-4143 FAX: 017F3
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The Planing Inspectorate (Room 103)
Tollgate House,

Ho.ulton Street p , W
gg‘;t;:).] Lroke. o wvonns o
/ 28 June 1999
0
A
Dear Mr Taylor

DETR’s Ref App/k5600/2/99/1022704

Thames Water Reservoir & Water Tower House, 97 Campden Hill Road W8
Penmission is sought for the Development of 19 Houses and 48 Apartments
plus 12 Tennis Courts, Basement Car Parking and New Access Points for
Pedestrians and Vehicles by Thames Water Board.

[ wish to place on record my objection to the above development which I note are now trying to
add an additional 7 apartments to the previous number of 41, The reasons for my objections are as
follows; '

Resident Parking,

There is insufficient official resident parking bays in the area, some days it can take up to 30
minutes to locate an available parking bay (let alone a meter) which can be as far away asa 10 - 15
minute walk to my home. The problem is further exacerbated by the users of the tennis club using
their RBKC parking permits to park in the bays dedicated to the home owners in the area.

The effect of the proposed new development will further exacerbate the problem as all the new
residents (although having parking facilities in the proposed new building) will have RBKC parking
permits as will a percentage of their visitors and any new local users of the tennis club.

Traffic.

Aubrey Walk, Aubrey Road, Hillsleigh Road and Campden Hill Square can not handle the increase
in traffic, not only is it rightly used by local residents, it is constantly abused by motorists taking a
shortcut from Campden Hill Road to Holland Road in order to avoid the banked up cars from the
traffic lights at the bottom of Campden Hill Road. This traffic often stretches back to Aubrey Walk
and beyond. :
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I have stated in my earlier letter, due to the narrowness of the roads, cars can only travel in a single
file in any one direction. As a consequence, cars need to reverse (if possible) to allow oncoming
vehicles to pass. This often leads to a battle of wills and results in a great deal of congestion and
frustration. Further, it is inconceivable that the roads can accommodate the use by articulated lorries
let alone the influx of traffic generated by the new development.

Noise / Grime Dust Pollution.

I am concemed by the comment made to me by one member of the Thames water board 08/12/98
that the proposed development will be a 2 year living hell for residents.

My bedroom backs onto the rear of the development and looks directly onto the existing tennis
courts. My rear party wall shared with the Thames Water Reservoir site is less than “5 metres” from
the existing tennis courts. I am concerned that the amount of noise will affect my health and rights
to privacy not to mention my right to the occasional lie in. In addition I am concerned that 1 wall
not be able to open my bedroom windows because of the level of dust and grime & noise that will
be generated. '

Rights of Light.

Any alteration to the height of the existing tennis courts will affect my rights of light and view.

St James Homes Scheme Proposal - Brochure.

Page 5.

The tennis club and block of 3 flats are duly noted on the plan, however the plans omits to clearly
identify my property that shares the adjoining party wall to the tennis club and the rear party wall
with Thames Water Reservoir Site. It can therefore be misconstrued that my home is part of the
tennis club and not the separate freehold entity that it is.

I wish to make the above point as it is common knowledge that the new lease arrangements granted
to the tennis club prohibits the club from opposing the development.
Page 7.

None of the properties illustrated on page 7 are on Aubrey Walk, therefore it does not reflect it’s
character.
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Page 8.

The uniformity of the houses is not in keeping with the character of Aubrey Walk, Hillsleigh Road,
Campden Hill Square. '

The rear of the houses proposed on the Aubrey Walk Elevation is not in keeping with the character
of the area,

The “White” lower portion of the buildings will look extremely shabby and dirty very quickly due to
the effects of the environments being on a main road. For your reference, a classic example can be
found on a similar style building on the corner of St Luke’s Road and Tavistock W11. Which after
oaly 2 years evidences the foregoing.

The square proposed is misleading as it is ‘too small’ to be a square
I'look forward to hearing from you,
Y ours faithfully.

- -
i~ A\ C__

. -T_‘_——__——'
Mark Cigana ))
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The Inspector, ‘ -2 JUL 1599
DETR,

Room 1003,
Tollgate House,
Houlton Street,
Bristol BS2 9DJ.

Dear Sir,
Appeal Reference No. K5600/A/99/1022704

I write to express my disgust and disbelief at the planning appeal for the proposed development
“of so much housing, flats, etc. on the Thames Water Reservoirs’ site.

Fear of the development was the final nail in the coffin which made me decide to sell my house
in Aubrey Road. I am 71 and do not want the next few years of my life disrupted by the
appalling traffic congestion that these proposals would bring. It is bad enough in Aubrey Road
when one house is being refurbished or rebuilt.

- [ will continue to help to fight tooth and nail against the proposed development as, no doubt, will
the new owners of my house.

Yours faithfully,

/

O.F. WALLER




44 Aubrey Walk
London W8 7JG
Tel. 0171 221 3494
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The Inspector

" DETR

Room1003
Tollgate House

Houlton Street
BRISTOL BS2 9DJ

Dear Sirs

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
APPEAL FOR NON DETERMINATION ON THE FORMER THAMES
RESERVOIR AND WATER TOWER HOUSE LONDON W8.

I am writing to express my concern about the planning application being appealed by
Thames Water and Berkeley Homes on Campden Hill and Aubrey Walk. This land
should be developed but the site deserves a much more interesting scheme than this.
Approval of this application would repeat the mistakes of the past, the development
next door and the development opposite were, implemented under similar
circumstances.

1. The proposal will result in significant loss of open space, in a highly developed
urban area. This is not a typical brownfield site, the site has looked much as it does
now for over a century, mostly open space. The adjacent block serves as a reminder of
Thames Water's last development efforts. The developers seem to have taken the area
of Public Open Space into account in the calculation of habitable rooms per hectare,
not the current developed area which gives an unrealistic answer.

2. The character of Aubrey Walk is it's diversity, it is a mosaic of different styles
and heights of buildings, using different materials and of different ages, its overall
appearance is an ordinary but eclectic street scene. This is much loved by residents,
good enough to be a popular tourist walk and interesting enough to be in a
conservation area. This environment does not mix with the long slab block proposed
in this development with its repetitious fenestration and detailing,

The open aspect of the street will change dramatically with the new block with its
steeply pitched roof into an enclosed alley with dramatically reduced sunlight levels.




The amount of development along the road frontage of Aubrey Walk needs to be
governed by design not density.

3. St George's Church and the adjoining houses are quite literally a piece of old
Kensington and any development taking place opposite should be severely restrained,
the proposal is massive. :

4. The developers wish to create an enclosed private development with gates and
guards, this is completely out of character with the 'village neighbourhood' and secured

gated private property cannot reasonably be considered public open space.

I hope that the Inspector will be able to take our views into account and reject this
appeal. ‘ '

Y ours faithfully

Richard Whitehorn




D. L. Gabitass

37 Kensington Place
London WB 7PR
Tel: (0171} 727 4011
Fax: {0171) 727 8053
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The Inspector, DETR, -6 JUL 1998
Room 1003,

Tollgate House,
Houlton Street,
Bristol BS2 8DJ

Appeal Reference Number K5600/A/99/1022704
Dear Sir,

When | walk up Kensington Place to my house, | see St. George’s Church at the
top of the hill. | see a bank of greenery and trees with larger trees in the distance
along Aubrey Walk. It is a view that gives great pleasure and it is worth
preserving.

The Thames Water/ Berkeley Homes development will destroy that bank of
greenery, flatten the site and build a dense, gated (exclusive) luxury
development. It will not be in character with its surroundings. It will bring a targe
number of cars owned by the new residents plus the extra traffic from the re-
sited, refurbished Tennis Club courts with its ‘in use all year’ indoor courts. The
area is already heavily populated. Traffic is at saturation point and parking is at a
premium. The owners of cars in this proposed large development will drive '
everywhere and will be entitled to a permit aliowing them to park anywhere in the
borough. In-built off-street parking just makes it easier for those residents to own
car(s) in comfort in Central London. They will not be users of public transport.
Those of us living here will have to live with the consequences in terms of yet
more traffic congestion.

As this is a Conservation Area, the arrival of a large development in a
nondescript architectural style (as an example see the large St Mary Abbots
Site (gated) in Marloes road south of Kensington High Street) will be

.another blot on the landscape. In pursuit of conservation, the open space
Tennis courts should be left as they are. The trees and greenery and wrought
iron fencing on the south side of Aubrey Walk should be preserved. It would be
marvelous to see a garden square with traditional wrought iron fencing, trees,
shrubs, paths and seating created on the site of a demolished and not lamented
Water Tower House. This would preserve the last open aspect on Campden Hill.
1t would offer the kind of amenity cherished all over London. Wherever possible
trees should be added not removed.




| write as a long term resident, active in the community, which | value.
Five years ago my husband and | gave up our car in a small but at times
seemingly vain attempt towards improving our local environment and
removing at ieast one vehicle from the streets of Kensington. We walk
everywhere, use public fransport and taxis, and for our small effort to
reduce traffic would appreciate the support of the Department of
Environment, Transport and Regions in defending our neighbours and us
against a large, inappropriate building development at the top of our road
which will add congestion to an already congested area.

Yours sincerely,

/@)@%&@s

e
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63 Peel Street
London

W8 7PA

Tel: (0I7I) 221 6121
E-—mail:- is@iwemyssffzcstrvz.ro.u]z

Pd
28 June 1999

The Inspector
DETR

Room 1003
Tollgate House
Houlton Street
Bristol BS2 9DJ

Dear Mr French

Campden Hill Thames Water development
Appeal no: K5600/A/99/1022704

I am writing to recommend rejection of the appeal against the refusal of planmng permission
for the above development.

My reasons for objecting to this development are in particular:

1. The massive increase in housing and population density in the area, with the
corresponding significant decrease in open space
2. Destruction of the special character of this area, especially the setting to St George's

Church and the buildings of Aubrey Walk. The tennis club, as existing, is a valuable
addition to this character

3. The increased pressure on parking and traffic in the area.
4, The many breaches of the Unitary Development Plan for the area
5. The failure to provide affordable housing

If this appeal is granted, the unique character of this area which draws so many residents will
be lost for ever. We have already escaped this once with the Diana Garden, and now it is
being threatened again through another route.

Yours sincerely,

B0, W

Isabella Wemyss
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LISA von CLEMM

2 Drayson Mews
London W$4LY
Tel: 0171 499 7812
Fax: 0171 491 7977
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30" June 1999

The Inspector
DETR

Room 1003
Tollgate House
Houlton Street
Bristol BS2 9DIJ

Dear Sir
Appeal Ref: K5600/A/99/1022704

I understand that a recent planning application by Thames Water/Berkeley Homes to
develop the Campden Hill Reservoir site, has been turned down. I also understand
that the applicants are appealing against this decision, hence my letter to you now.

I am, as you can see from my address, a local resident and although not a member of
the tennis club, feel very strongly that this development should not be allowed to
proceed. Although not against the development for itself - inasmuch as the proposed
building would be an improvement on the existing water tower - the added stresses
and strains placed upon the indiginous population by introducing significant increases
in the number of local residents, would be intolerable. Parking in the area is already
difficult and would be made more so, through traffic will pose an increased risk to
local health, we will be losing open space which is in such short supply and losing a
valuable open-air recreational resource.

I hope that you will see fit to turn down the appeal by Thames Water/Berkeley

Homes.

Yours faithfully

Lisa von Clemm




89 Peel Street, London W8 7PB
Tel & Fax: 0171-229 4311

Jo. vi. B
The [napectoy
Je?‘ﬁ% (603 \

ToUo ate tourie RECEINVED IH PINS AA |
low il Prect, SILISCI
Fusrn. @51 9GS | |

@m’rﬁiif:ea_ﬁ ﬁgﬁvo‘ K 5600,/ AR/ 1022704
re

/muwﬁmv%'em vé#ﬁ
loaarsoryr st .

' (etleon 0@4&5&«7 Jd@( Wal
/Z:cc/ s mendlGgy e/ b Wﬁfél, ae 770‘
f’W M@w./@ COUNAN th o 1STTATVON







12 Aubrey Walk
Kensington
London
W8 1JG

Mr Christopher A Thompson, RIBA, MRTPI

The Planning Inspectorate

Room 12/02 West,

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol ,
BS2 9D 1 July 1999

Dear Mr Thompson,
Thames Water Reservoir Site/ RefAPP/K5600/A/99/1022704
I am writing to ask you if you would dismiss the two Appeals relating to:

(1) the Planning Application; and
(2) conservation area consent for partial demolition of the engine house and covered Teservoirs.

Introduction

12 Aubrey Walk is located on the north side of Aubrey Walk and faces onto the courts of the Campden
Hill Lawn Tennis Club, It is one of the houses in what “The Conservation Area Proposals Statemen ”
describes as a “crisp Arts and Crafts Terrace.” (p 23).

I was born and baptised on Campden Hill, brought up here, and have lived in several addresses on
Campden Hill. My parents and grandparents also lived on Campden Hill. 1 think I can claim to know the
area "like the back of my hand”. I can recall the post-war demolitions on Campden Hill that made way
for the RBKC complex off Homton Strect and for Holland Park School. T can also recall the demolitions
of two reservoirs in this vicinity to make way for the Melbourne House block of flats off Kensington Place
(to the east of Campden Hill Road), and for the Kensington Heights flats (to the west of Campden Hill
Road.}

With the exception of the 1960s and 1970's apartment blocks to its east (facing onto Campden Hill Road),
the area comprised by the Thames Water site and its immediate surroundings, has remained largely
unchanged for more than a century. The last two remaining great houses of Campden Hill, Thorpe Lodge
and Aubrey House, are its direct neighbours. To the east, and directly overlooking the site from Campden
Hill Road, is the important listed Norman Shaw “West House”.

On entering Aubrey Walk, the former carriageway to Aubrey House, you encounter an mnspoiled
backwater of considerable charm, with small mews-like streets, some on steep slopes, leading mto the
elegant Campden Hill Square. This backwater contains many listed structurcs. As the Appellant's former
architect volunteered at a public presentation of earlier plans for the site at Kensington Town Hall, Aubrey
Walk, has the fe¢l of "a country lane”. It leads to Aubrey House, which has itself been described as “a
country house in London”. The green screen of trees and bushes on the south side of Aubrey Walk,
directly facing the listed St George’s Church and its three listed Georgian terraced neighbours, make a ¢
particularly powerful contributién to this Tural impression. The largely unenclosed south side to the road,
in a borough where terraces on one side of a street generally face terraces on the other with some
monotony, adds to this rural character, as do the open views of the tennis courts from properties
overlooking the reservoirs.




The site, on the top of Campden Hill, is also one of the highest points in London, only slightly below
Hampstead Heath, and therefore has the capacity to dominate the surrounding conservation area, for good
or for ill.

The survival of ane of the oldest open air tennis clubs in London, in premises and surroundings that have
changed little since Victorian times, is an extraordinary picce of good fortune,

Aubrey Walk is included in guided walks arranged for tourists visiting London. It is notable that two
firms organising these walks took the effort to write in to protest at the damage that would be caused by
the proposed development. These testimonials seem to me to represent the most powerful objective support
for the care that must be taken to preserve the character and charm of this backwater.

The reason why I moved here is that I regard Aubrey Walk as the most attractive road on Campden Hill.
That is based on 50 years of experience of the area. 1do hope that at some point in the Inquiry you will be
able to visit some of the buildings surrounding the site to appreciate at first hand the points that I and
other residents are trying to make,

My wife, children and I are also members of the Campden Hill Lawn Tennis Club.

(3) The Impact of the proposed development on the Conservation Area and on the Settings of listed
buildings.

In essence, I believe that the proposed development integrates very poorly to its immediate surroundings
and does nothing at all to foster a sense of community. One issue is bulk and over-density. Another is of
architectural monotony in a neighbourhood typified by an eclectic mix of styles and sizes which together
achieve informality and personal scale. A third is the loss of a (historic) working environment in a
neighbourhood that is now almost entirely residential. A fourth is the destruction of the greenery that
provides its rural character. A fifth is the destruction of the lay out of the Victorian tennis club and its
replacement with a modern club with an entirely different character and causing greater disruption to the
local community . The sixth is the destruction of outstanding views from the buildings that surround the
sie.

It may be helpful to divide the site into distinct scctions and comment on each in turn.

(i) Section of Site from Campden Hill Road to Hillsleigh Road
{a) Water Tower House

Local residents have always regarded the 1960°s part residential/part office block called “Water Tower
House” as a planning mistake.

The building was constructed on land previously occupied by two structures : the water tower and a house
provided by the former Metropolitan Water Board for its district foreman. This house was located at the
corner of Camipden Hill Road and Aubrey Walk, facing into Aubrey Walk. In scale and character, the
District Foreman’s House was in harmany with its surroundings in Aubrey Walk and with the Victorian
cottages further to the west on the north side of Aubrey Walk.

In my view, the now-demolished District Foreman's House (of which several photographs are preserved at
the local history section of Kensington Public Library) remains a valid reference point for any
redevelopment of this section of the site, much preferable to the criticised Water Tower House that
replaced it. There is an opportunity now to correct a planning error made in the 1960s.

Unfortunately, the Applellant’s proposed apartment block at this comer section of the site would result in
even greater bulk and height than Water Tower House. Indeed, the bulk and height of the block




approximates Kensington Heights which is viewed locally as far too overbearing for its surroundings.
Because of this, most residents would in fact prefer the less imposing Water Tower House to remain in
place rather than being replaced by a structure of even greater size and bulk.

Sympathetic development at this section of the site could also improve the setting of “West House” which
has suffered from facing two of the most unattractive apartment block developments on Campden Hill. 1
doubt whether the implications for West House of the new block that would face it have been considered
sufficiently carefully.

In summary, at the entrance to Aubrey Walk I would like to recreate the character and scale that was

destroyed when the District Foreman’s House was demolished and replaced by Water Tower House. I
would not support replacing one planning mistake with another-and larger-one.

(b) The Engine House.

The former engine house is an early Victorian structure, built in 1857, and earlier in date than the two
remaining reservoirs. The engine house is the last survivor of the first waterworks development to the
west of Campden Hill Road, of which the other two main features, the water tower and the first reservoir,
have been demolished. Its earlier creation than the two surviving reservoirs, and its greater historic
interest and importance, do not seem to have been well appreciated. Externally, its single storey section
survives intact. The engine house can best be viewed from the south side (although this view is obscured
temporarily by the conveyor belt being used to remove spoil from the shaft now being excavated in the
yard of the engine house). Even though the engine house is not listed, and a certificate of immunity from
listing has been issued, it remains an attractive, unusual and historic feature of the conservation area
which local residents would like to see preserved. It is the last surviving habitable structure of what were
once extensive water operations for a large area of London.

If refurbished, the engine house would make attractive offices. I have noted that another redundant
Victorian engine house was recently placed on the market by Thames Water in Highgate. It attracted
considerable intcrest and was sold despite requiring major restoration.

1 understand that the issuance of a certificate of immumity from listing is not relevant to the guidelines set
out in PPG15 for determining applications for demolition of unlisted buildings in conservation arcas.
Taking into account paragraphs 4.26 and 4.27 of PPG 15, it is difficult to see any justification for the
demolition of this early Victorian structure.

I would support the retention of 2 working environment in Aubrey Walk. The retention of the engine
house for office use would ensure this. The interaction of social and economic units makes a positive
contribution to creating a local community rather than a local dormitory. I believe that retaining some
employment on site is an important ¢lement in preserving the character of this section of the conservation
area.

The development proposals include the removal of the thick—in summer almost impenetrable--green
screen of trees and shrubs that faces the Church and its adjacent terrace and which is the defining feature
of the setting of these listed structures. The limited tree replacement contemplated is not an adequate
substitute for what will have been lost. Furthermore, in a particularly insensitive move, the Appellants
have located the single vehicle entry point to the developed site directly opposite the front of the church.
This would degrade the setting still further (as well as causing disruptiion to the activities of the church) .

Finally, the Appellant’s proposal to locate apartment blocks at this section of the street is out of character
with the small listed terraced housing opposite. A more appropriate model would be the Victorian cottages
on the south side of Aubrey Walk further to the west, or the now demolished District Foreman’s House.




1 @

(ii) Middle Section of Site (the eastern, formerly middle. reservoir)

The Appellant’s proposals for this section of the site consist in the replacement of a large amount of
existing open space with very high terraced housing around a cigar shaped. rectangle that the Appellants
describe as a “square”.

The loss of open space of this size in a borough that has so little open space-particularly when compared
to other London boroughs- is a very serious objection to the Appellant’s proposals. Furthermore, the loss
of this particular open space would have a huge negative impact on the existing attractive views from
properties such as mine overlooking the tennis courts. From its first and higher floors, my house has
uninterrupted views south over the tennis courts to the house and the trees of Thorpe Lodge.

The tall south terrace of housing would tower over the listed Thorpe Lodge causing further damage to its
setting which has already been affected by the height of Airlie Gardens and the proximity of Kensington
Heights. The new terrace would succeed in completing the destruction of its setting.

Following the addition of a further unit to the northern end of the western terrace-to compensate for the
removal of one house on the south terrace- the western terrace has moved unacceptably close to the
existing houses on the north side of Aubrey Walk

In summary, it is my view that this rare area of open space is precious and should be preserved in full.

(iii) Western area (the western reservoir)

The external appearance of this section will not change and seems, therefore, unobjectionable in terms of
visual impact. However, the increased use of the Tennis Club that would follow from it becoming an all-
weather club will generate increased noise, traffic, parking and other disturbances from the Club. Evening
playing will become more frequent with use made both of outdoor floodlit courts (as now) plus the 6
undercover courts. There has already been a Tecent increase in evening social activities at the Club
generating noise from departing members in the period after the club bar is closed at 23.00. That will
increase with the presence of more club members playing tennis in the evenings. The increased volume of
undercover space will increase the space available for social events.

I regret local residents would “treat with a pinch of salt” any indertaking accepted by the Club purporting
to regulate social or other activities. The reason for this is because the Club has never attempted to enforce
with any sericusness the no parking restrictions in Aubrey Walk. Even members of the Club Committee
and its staff ignore this restriction which is advertised on a small sign at the bottom of the steps leading up
to the Club entrance. Furthermore, the existing floodlighting is regularly left switched on afier the
permitted hour.

(4) Impact of the Development on the use of the Highway

At peak periods, Campden Hill Road is close to saturation with long tailbacks from its exit into Notting
Hill Gate. At these times and others, there can also be severe congestion in the section of Aubrey Walk
between Campden Hill Road and Hillsleigh Road which is a regular “rat nm” used by taxis, parents on the
school run with children and others.

Residents believe that access to a developed site should be from Campden Hill Road and not from Aubrey
Walk. The Appellants should be encouraged to reach agreement on shared use of the existing vehicle
aceess between Kensington Heights and Water Tower House which is rarely used at present. Furthermore,
the vehicle access proposed for the development has been moved further west along Aubrey Walk than the
existing vehicle access point which is directly behind Water Tower House. It would now be opposite St.



l

George’s Church. That not only brings additional traffic further west down Aubrey Walk but will cause
contention with the now active programme of services and other events at St. George’s. The location of
the vehicle access at that point seems particularly ill judged. As far as I can judge, no assessment has been
made of the distuption that would be caused to this revitalised church (or even acknowledgement made in
traffic and other studies of the recent increase in its activities).

The tennis club already generates considerable traffic and parking problems in Aubrey Walk. As stated
above, the Club does not attempt to enforce the no parking restriction that 1s supposed to apply toa
section of Aubrey Walk. An all-weather club, with no off-street parking of its own, will intensify these
problems due to the increased use of the Club’s facilities. This increased usage will clash with the already
increased usage of St. George’s Church, a factor, as suggested above, which seems to have been ignored
by the Appellants. This is not a shumbering Church but an untypically active one.

(5) Affordable Housing

Water Tower House and the existing small modern block of flats on the south side of Aubrey Walk are
tenanted by many employees and ex-cmployees of Thames Water and therefore, in a non-technical sense,
already provide “affordable housing”.

The demolition of these blocks and the relocation of their tenants elsewhere would, without the provision
of affordable housing on site, result in unfortumate “social cleansing” in an area already dominated by
high earners. In my view, the Appellant must be required to provide affordable housing on site, if for no
other reason than to compensate for the removal of the tenants of the flats that would be demolished.

In a recent article in a local newspaper, the Appellant’s have described their proposed housing
development as creating a new “Millionaires Row” with the provision of lifts and every conceivable
trapping of hxury. One has to wonder whether provision of this kind of housing should be accorded
greater priority than the protection of existing affordable accommodation in an area that already has so
litdle.

I hope that this letter is usefut and also that you may perhaps be able to visit this house to admire the
wonderful views onto the site,

Yours sincercly

Henry Manisty
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West-House FLAT 3 awd 4
118,Campden Hill Road
London W8 7AR
Tel. 0171 727 90 25

-

71999

&
RECEIVED IN PIKS AA S
&

The Planning Inspectorate .
Tollgate House | 12 jyL 19938 :
Houlton Street
Bristol BS2 9DJ

.

Ref: App/K5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sirs

We were appalled to learn of your plan to extend the development opposite
West-House by more than two metres to the south.
This will adversely affect the light and the views to our apartment. ( No 3 }

We have already written to Mr. French, concerning the height of the proposed
replacement to Water Tower House (which we consider to high), and we urge

you to reject this further encroachment.
Yours sincerely.

Paul and Margaret Dufrien

byt Ingiand



PR. P.B. JENSEN
FLAT 7
118 CAMPDEN HILL ROAD

LONDON W8 7AR

RECEIVED It PINS AA
12 1UL 1999

' \
July 5th. 1999 g

The Planning Inspectorate
Room 1003

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BS2 9DJ

vour ref: App/K5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sirs,

We have just learnt that the planning for the replacement building
for Water Tower House includes an extension of 2.3 metres further
southward than the present building.

My flat faces Water Tower House, and any extension southward would
restrict my view.

The value of my flat is related to the fact that it is in a listed
Norman Shaw building, with the view to the west being an important

. feature. Any encroachment on my view would have a deleterious
effect on the vproperty,both aesthetically and financially.

We request that you consider these factors and reject the planned
extension. :

Yours faiéﬁfully,

- \//// ‘.J%UZL/L\
bob. gensen.

copy: M.J. French
Planning Director

Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
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Flat 5
WEST HOUSE
t % . 118 Campden Hill Roa
' London W38 7AR

July 5 1999

The Planning Inspectorate
Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BS2 9DJ

Ref: App/KS5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sirs,

We have already written to Mr. French concerning the height
of the building in Campden Hill Road proposed as replacement
for Water Tower House. We think that the building is much

too high.

We now learn that the plans of the developer involve its ex-
"tension southwards by 2.3 metres, effectively reducing the
gap between it and Kensington Heights by this distance.
This will directly affect the light reaching this building
over and above the reduction caused by the proposed addi-
tional height. It will also affect the view ¢to the west
which this building has always enjoyed.

West House is a listed Normar Shaw building. When Water
Tower House was built it was sited so as to leave a
sufficiently wide gap in front of West House for the
latter's features to be appreciated from the west. We are
already crowded by Kensington Heights and certainly deo not
need further encroachments.

We urge you to reject this extension.

. : U -gb;;v(,'
IIBL e Stz 41/‘% a/m ey, S

J.D.B. Miller-Stirling Mrs. T. Miller-Stirling

Yours faithfully,

cc M.J. French
Planning Director
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Flat 5
WEST HOUSE
118 Campden Hill Road

RECEWED IN P'Ns—]i London W8 7AR
-7 JUL 1999

July 5 1999

The Planning Inspectorate
Tollgate House //()
Houlton Street OJD
Bristol BS2 9DJ

Ref: App/K5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sirs,

We have already written to Mr. French concerning the height
of the building in Campden Hill Road proposed as replacement
for Water Tower House, We think that the building is much
too high,.

We now learn that the plans of the developer involve its ex-
tension southwards by 2.3 metres, effectively reducing the
gap between 1t and Kensington Heights by this distance.
This will directly affect the light reaching this building
over and above the reduction caused by the proposed addi-
tional height. It will also affect the view to the west
which this building has always enjoyed.

West House is a listed Norman Shaw building. When Water
Tower House was built it was sited so as to leave a
sufficlently wide gap 1in front of West House for the
latter's features to be appreciated from the west. We are
already crowded by Kensington Heights and certainly do not
need further encroachments.

We urge you to reject this extension.

. | o |
f///2¢%§,d//%1; Hé&o ‘“:D()tv(ﬁ,*ﬂég

J.D.B. Miller-Stirling Mrs., T. Miller-Stirling

Yours faithfully,

YL AT A

cc M.J. French
Pilanning Director
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7 2 BEDFORD GARDEN
LoNnDON W8 7EH
ENGLAND

TeL: ++44 171 727 7136
Fax: ++44 171 229 1715

5 July 1999

The Inspector RECEIVED IN PINS AA

Room 1003 _
Toligate House 8 JuL 1999

Houlton Street
Bristo! BS2 9DJ

Dear Sirs,
Re: Appeal Ref no. K5600/A/99/1022704

We understand that there is currently an application by the Thames
Water/Berkley Homes to develop the Campden Hill Resevoir site. As a resident
in the area for many years we were given the opportunity to study the plans
submitted and found these lacking in consideration of local conditions. We have
already written to the KBKC with our strong objection to the plans for such high
intensity development to take place in this area. The RBKC have refused
permission for the development and as a result the application is going to appeal.
For the records we consider the detractions to the development as being :-

- result in the loss of existing open space :

- designs out of character with this part of the Kensington conservation area

- high density accommodation

- outlook and setting of the local church is affected

- generation of even higher car and pedestrian activity in an already
congested area.

We understand that Thames Water/Berkiey Homes are taking their application to
appeal which will be heard on the 20 July. With this letter we ask you to note
our objections to this development.

Yours faithfully,

|. Hoffmann ] Q/
v__'/
C .

: \ L




17 Brunswick Gardens
Kensington

London W8 4AS

Tl: 0171.727.9953
5th July 1999 ~

The Inspector -
Room RECEIVED 1 PINS AA
Room 1003
Tollgate House -7 JUL 1999
Houlton Street

BRISTOL BS2 9DT

Dear Inspector,

Re: Appeal Reference No K 5600/A/99/1022704

My wife and I are appalled that the Thames Water 'Fat Cat’
Directors and their equally avaricious property developers
St James Homes should have the effrontery to appeal against
the unanimous refusal of Kensington & Chelsea Councillors
to grant planning permission for the hugely controversial
reservoir development in Holland Park.

Nearly 400 local residents and organisations have already
vehemently expressed their opposition to the proposed scheme and
we would wish to add our strong opposition for these reasons in
brief:- :

(i) The proposed development plans which we have studied very
closely are entirely out of place for this part of the
Kensington Conservation Area - in that the resulting
buildings would be far too dominant for the location.

A great deal of thought and foresight have in our
experience to be given to the effect such & dominant
and excessive number of dwellings would have on this
unique part of London. .

I am enclosing a cutting of the London Evening Standard
on Monday 2lst June 1999 for I submit that it is highly
pertinent to the Thames Water proposed development.

The planning rules and guidelines drawn up by the Kensington
& Chelsea Borough aim to provide what is best for all London,
not simply what is desirable for a few people who can afford
millions of pounds for a London town house or luxury flat -
and which will greatly enrich property speculators.

(ii) On the Committee of the local Residents' Association, I hold
the 'portfolio' for Traffic & Parking Issues and I am in
constant touch with their worries & views on such vital day
to day matters affecting their environment.

L. /2.



(1Y (&

{ii) continued

(iii)

We have nearly 400 members belonging to our Association
and without exception I am told by those who approach me
on the proposed Thames Water Development, that they
greatly fear and object to the large increase in traffic
and pressure on parking space, both of which are extremely
acute in and around the Campden Hill Reservoir area.

My wife and I regularly worship at St George's Church
both ¢n Sundays and occasionally mid-week. A good deal of
money and a huge amount of effort have in recent years
been voluntarily put into the refurbishment of this very
well attended church which is now a living beacont'for
Christians in the community.

The proposed Thames Water Reservoir development would
overwhelm indeed would 'swamp' the setting of our church.

There is an argument for taking down the very poorly
constructed and unattractive building which was built

by Thames Water and until recently has housed Thames Water
employees & offices and perhaps utilising a certain amount
of open space adjoining it. But. such’. shéuld _sarely
be devoted to providing smaller buildings in:character with
those otheri houses in the neighbourhood and -thereby not
adversely affect the amenities and environment of the current
local community.

But on the current gross development plans put forward

by Thames Water/St James Fomes, I do earnestly beg you

to reject in totc their Appeal.

Yours truly,

41'[4 v /7“)% @ .

Huw Thomas.
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5 VENNER HousE
47 BOURNE STREET

LONDON SW1W 8UR

RECENED m P‘NS AA 0171-730 0304

-7 JUL 1989
5tk July, 1999,

Tear Sir,
I understand that Thames Water / Berkeley Yomes intend
to uress on with their application to ruin Campden Hill, I
find this surgrising in view of the strenzth of the opposition
to the ;1an, I do not see how they can zo azainst the wishes
of the whole neighbourhzod.
However they must have hopes of success founded on something.
I therefore write to say that the oppositicon has in no way
weakened to the zlan,
In many affairs in life a money motive can be discerned on

close inspaction. T very much hope that the zrezd of e rsons

(@]

¥ho nope for compensation in tris matter will not Te given weizht
it should not te. Thiszs is an environmental iszue of zreat
iznortance not a-matiter for a few individuals to trouser as much
as they can.

Yours gingerely,

ViCaUNTESS LYMINGTON




16 AUBREY WALK,
LONDON W8 7JG

To:

The Inspector, RECEIVED Ii{ PINS AA

DETR, -7 UL 1999
Room 1003, :

" Tollgate House,

Houlton Street,

BRISTOL BS2 9DJ : 5" July, 1999

Dear Sir,

Development of Campden Hill Reservoirs

Appeal Ref. No: K5600/A/99/1022704

I am writing to express my objection to the proposed development of the

Campden Hill Reservoirs by Thames Water. My chief grounds for objection are:

The density of the proposed development. This development would result in many
times the existing number of residents currently in Aubrey Walk overlooking and
accessing the road.

Reduction of light resulting from the tall buildings proposed opposite where [ live,
along with the loss of view of the open tennis courts.

Token consultation by Thames Water with the residents about the size and design
of the development. Our views were heard, and then completely ignored.

The increased traffic in Aubrey Walk, and adjoining roads, resulting from the size
of the development, its proposed access onto Aubrey Walk, and the re- |
development of the Tennis Club. Unrealistic estimates of the post-development
traffic have been provided by the developers, which do not properly reflect the
likely number of cars operated by the new, affluent occupants, the traffic generated
by their guests and visitors, and the increased traffic resulting from the Tennis

Club’s deve]opmént, including night time traffic by members using the proposed,




(A4

new indoor courts. Furthermore, the “base level” of traffic, against which the
developers sought to contrast the expected post development level, was artificially |
high. [ believe the risk of injury in this family neighbourhood with narrow streets,
caused by cars after the development is unacceptably high, and predictable.

e Completely inadequate provision of parking facilities will again, inevitably, result
in acute problems for the surrounding neighbourhood.

e The fact that the design of thé development is completely out of character with the
existing area. This point has already independently been made to the Council by
English Heritage.

e The destruction of a residential conservation area of almost rural charm, peace and
quiet in the middle of Kensington.

¢ The despoiling of the setting of listed buildings, including the Church opposite the
bank of trees. '

I hope and believe that the Appeal Hearing in considering this development will have

in mind:

e The overwhelming opinic;n of those residents who have already written as
individuals to RBK&C.

e The pollution, congestion and safety consequences of the resulting traffic increase.

e The role of the DETR in conserving outstanding features and communities in
London.

As residents, we were very heartened by the way that our Council, in line with their

Unitary Development Policy, responded to our clear, and reasoned, views, and

rejected this attempt by commercial interests, motivated by the prospects of a windfall

gain, to ride roughshod over the wishes of a small community. Given the grounds for
objection detailed in this letter, I very much hope the DETR will support this example
of a Council responding to the wishes of its residents, and reject the appeal.

Yours sincerely,

/.

Alexander Monnas




DR. P.B. JENSEN
FLAT 7
118 CAMPDEN HILL ROAD

LONDON W8 7AR

July 5th. 1999 °

The Planning Inspectorate
Room 1003

Tollgate House

Houlton Street

Bristol BS2 9DJ

Your ref: App/K5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sirs,

We have just learnt that the planning for the replacement building
for Water Tower House includes an extension of 2.3 metres further
socuthward than the present building.

My flat faces Water Tower House, and any extension southward would
restrict my view.

The value of my flat is related to the fact that it is in a listed
Norman Shaw building, with the view to the west being an important

feature. Any encroachment on my view would have a deleterious
effect on the property,both aesthetically and financially.

We request that you consider these factors and reject the planned
extension.

Yours faiﬁhfully,

//]Muﬂ

P.B. Jensen. (/’f’—

Ccopy: M.J. French
Planning Director
Borough of Kensington & Chelsea




7 2 BEDFORD GARDENS
LoNDON W8 7EH
ENGLAND

Rit M, FRextM

TEL: ++44 171 727 7136 e
Fax: ++44 (71 229 1715 Kis K

5 July 1999 ~
The Inspector
DETR
Room 1003 IRECEIVED BY PLANNING SERVICES
Tollgate House 2y oc| W § | sw ] SE [ENF AGK
Houlton Street T
\)

Dear Si RIRE .

ear oirs, =3t 1o fREC | ane [EWD] CON Irees

Re: Appeal Ref no. K5600/A/99/1022704

We understand that there is currently an application by the Thames
Water/Berkley Homes to develop the Campden Hill Resevoir site. As a resident
in the area for many years we were given the opportunity to study the plans
submitted and found these lacking in consideration of local conditions. We have
already written to the KBKC with our strong objection to the plans for such high
intensity development to take place in this area. The RBKC have refused
permission for the development and as a result the application is going to appeal.
For the recordg we consider the detractions to the development as being -

- result in the loss of existing open space

- designs out of character with this part of the Kensington conservation area

- high density accommodation

- outlook and setting of the local church is affected

- generation of even higher car and pedestrian activity in an already
congested area.

We understand that Thames Water/Berkley Homes are taking their application to
appeal which will be heard on the 20 July. With this letter we ask you to note
our objections to this development.

Yours faithfully,

I. Hoffmann
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JOHN MITCHELL AND SON
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15 Hillgate Street

0171-229-061
0171-727-745 i

RECEIVED IN PINS AA
London W8 7SP -9 jyL 1999

8 July 1999 - m

Campden Hill Reservoirs Development - Appeal no. KS600/A/99/ 1022704

Dear Sir,

With regard to this appeal, to be heard on 20th July:

We should like to record our opposition to the proposals of the
developers and our agreement with the rejection of their plan by the
RBKC Planning Services Committee. AS it stands the proposal will involve
too high a density of housing and generate excessive car traffic in

an already overcrowded area.
We realize that Thames Water have to do something with the site,

but the present plan is too ambitious.

Yours faithfully,
Jonm Waketo

professor J.C.Waterlow, CMG, MD, FRS.

Jsaun A HEplosi

pr J.M.L. Stephen, Ph.D.:




81 Campden Hill Road

Telephone/fax 0171-727-504% London W8 7BA
9 .July 1999 ~

The Inspector '

The Planning Inspectorate (Room 1003}

Toligate House RECENED ‘N PINS AA

Houlton Street , '

Bristol BS2 9DJ 13 JUL 1999

‘Re: DETR Reference App/K5600/A/39/1022704

Dear Sir

| understand that you will be presiding over the public enquiry due to start at Kensington Town
Hall on 20 July. My wife and | have already registered our objections to the Thames Water
project but there is one point which deserves slightly more elaboration than it seems to have
received so far. '

Only three north-south routes connect Holland Park Avenue/Notting Hill Gate on the north
with Kensington High Street on the south between Holland Road in the west to the road
across the middle of Hyde Park in the east. One of these is not open to-public traffic,
Kensington Palace Road/Palace Green, better known as “Millionaires’ Row”. Thus two roads,
Kensington Church Street and Campden Hill Road have to carry all the north-south traffic
over a distance of about three miles. This inevitably means that Campden Hi!l Roadis a
popular “rat run”, carrying very much more traffic than its wholly residential character would
generate. Nor should it be forgotten that it is the access route for a school with some 1000
pupils. )

| understand that when it considered “traffic calming’ measures for our road, the Council
encountered considerable opposition from the London Fire Service who frequently use it in
preference to Kensington Church Street. Nor do we have to wait very long before there is yet
another police car, with sirens going and lights flashing, hastening to some crime elsewhere.

Leaving aside the appalling banality of the architecture of the proposed development, itis
quite certain that with such expensive houses, most of the buyers will want to have and to
actually use two cars. There is accordingly good reason to fear an intolerable increase in the
volume of traffic using or more likely trying to use Campden Hill Road. And we have yet to
know the worst concerning redevelopment of the King's College site further down the road.

| hope you will not think that this is simple Nimbyism which can be disregarded. Everyone
agrees that brown field sites must be used as much as possible but we already have a very
high density of population locally and it seems wrong that a private developer should be able
to reap a very generous profit while doing nothing to ease the extra strain on the local
infrastructure, provided at our expense. ' '

Yours faithfully, (.Z '
AL
C ~

E. A. Rawes

/



6 Aubrey Road
London W8 7JJ

9 July 1999 ° e e e
AR R S

The Insnector

.
¥
T O e

DETR 12 1L 19579
Room 1003

Tollgate House i

Houlton Street T v e T T Sk

Bristol BS2 9DJ

Appeal reference number: K5600/A/99/1022704

Dear Sir

I am writing to recommend that you decide against the above appeal. 1 wholly endorse
the views of the RBKC Planning Services Committee whose members concluded that
the proposed development would:

o Result in a significant loss of existing open space;

e Harm the character and appearance of a part of the Kensington Conservation Area:
o Result in a densely developed site that relates poorly to its surrounds;

« Significantly affect the setting of St George’s Church;

o Generate greater levels of vehicular and pedestrian activity; and

e Fail to provide affordable housing.

The huge number of letters sent to the Council opposing the development was in effect
a vote by the Local Electorate: it was a vigorous pronouncement by those living in the
area against the scheme or any similar development having the same negative results.

1t is with considerable trepidation that we now contemplate wealthy corporations and
professionals arraigned against us, influenced by no more than short-term commercial
considerations, determining forever the future of our locality.

There is no doubt that the proposals are contemptuously defiant of the Council’s
Unitary Development Plan; most people are aghast at the developers attempt 1O
suggest otherwise but when they try to claim that open space is not open space,
stupefaction is followed by the conclusion that our area has become a battleground
over which semantic games are being played.

As a member of the Campden Hill Lawn Tennis Club. I am dismayed at the thought of
fosing six open courts. The support given by the Club to this scheme is very

regrettable but is based on fear: the Club is in thrall to Thames Water and fears for its
very existence if it is not seen to provide the company with total support.

\JWW

RICHARD LASCELLES

Yours fahfully
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Flat 2/3, 23 Upper Phillimore Gardens
Kensington
London W8 7HF

Q-’ff".’ni[:‘?‘r;ﬁ? r;.gf,_g-i.ﬁ;. }
JUI\/ 12“\ 1999 ’ il’u"-':l'li‘_ g [!.'J'J S
| (T IuLss
The Inspector A N
DETR
Room 1003

Tollgate House S0
~ Houlton Street
BRISTOL BS2 SDJ

Dear Sir

Appeal Reference Number K5600/A/99/1022704

I am writing in respect to the Application by Thames Water/Berkeley Homes Yo
develop the Campden Hill Reservoirs and strongly object to the application on the

following grounds that is will:

o Generate greater levels of vehicular and pedestrian activity.
« Result in significant loss of existing open space.

« Harm the character and appearance of a part of the Kensington Conservation area;

« Result in a densely developed site that relates poorly to its surrounds;
We hope and trust you will not find in favour of the Thames Water/ Berkeley Homes.

Yours sincerely

el

'\«%’RAHAM A. PERSKE
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McCoy Associates Chartered Town Planners

31 Station Road - Henley-on-Thames - Oxon RG2 1AT - Tet: 01491 573113
Fax 01491 410852 - VAT No. 363 3525 59

Yo et LRS/3120/0
aur ret: McC/pw /CHR
Plowisgas ave for: ml'l.‘i.ﬂ W

12 July 1999 °

BY FAX (0171-973 3792) - THIS FAGE + 5

pavid Stabb Esq
English Heritage, London Region
23 Savile Row
LONDON WIX 1AB

Dazr Mr Stabb

memwmmmm
97 Campden Hill Road, W8

Asymlmowfmmtolephonemamatimlmameaﬁngmbehalfafﬁm
Royal Borough of Kemsington and Chelsea at a Public Inquiry starting on
Tuesday 20 July into redevelopment propesals for this site. :

You offered slvice to the Council on 21 January, 8 Moril and 28 April 1999.

Fran that oorrespondence I see that you yenain unsatisfied about point 2 in
the first letter. Paragraph 3 of the 8 April letter suggests that "the
central garden should be troated less formally" and ocmments that "The
village scale of Aubrey Walk is disturbed by the layout as cuxrrently
proposed” .

architectural concept of a fommal square of grand terrace houses - or
solely to the planting, and detail and mesns of enclosure of the central
anenity space. .

Itmﬂdbenmthelpﬁﬂifymcouldplanseclnrifythemtter, 1 have

mpiadtrﬂsfm:tonakaaylorintheRoya.lBormgh - amd as requested
anfm:ingtoymtrethreeletterssoastoassistinmeaﬂyreply.

Yours sincerely

McODY AGEOCTATES

cc: Derek Taylor, DC Central, RBKC (Fax: 0171-361 3463)

Denis F. MCCQY Gipl Arch(Qxfund) ARIBA FRIAIFRTH
Corer Panner (e mtincfourt fK-liees AT




12th July 1999 ur Ref: JARRF/PC

75 PALACE GARDENS TERRACE |
LONDON W8 4RR
0171-229 9920
, S
. O

4

The Inspector
DETR

Room 1002
Tollgate House
Houlton Street

Bristol s B %
BS2 9D] e

Dear Sir

Ref: Per letter of 13th April - London W8
Appeal Ref No: K5600/A/99/1022704

" 1 understand that the planning application for the above has been rejected by the
Council and the matter has gone to Appeal and that you are the appointed
Inspector.

[ wrote to the Council on 13th April, strongly objecting to the development in its
present form and am now writing to you to express my views as a local resident.
They are as follows:- '

1) The proposed development will substantially increase the level of motor
and pedestrian activity in an already over crowded area.

2) The site as proposed will be very densely developed and is not in keeping
with its surroundings.

3) There will be a loss of amenity and open space for local residents.

4) The development will certainly harm the character and appearance of this
very attractive part of the Kensington Conservation Area.

5) I would point out that I am a member of the Campden Hill Lawn Tennis
Club and I very much would like to retain the existing open air tennis
courts which are an attractive feature of the area. The proposal envisaged
looks more like a bunker or prison and is most unattractive. '

cont/ ...




s

Whilst I appreciate that some development on this site will inevitably take place
I feel strongly that the density proposed is far too high for this quiet residential
part of the borough.

I very much hope that you will find against the developers and in favour of local
residents and the preservation of open space and amenities for future
generations.

With kind regards.

Yours faithfully 7

1/ Wy \/ \/\N IS

] ARRFRENCH

Enc




fs" Sellwood
N lanning

Chartered Town Planners
Chartered Surveyors

12" July 1999 -

Ref: RMS/StI/CAM/99138

Highgate House

Executive Director of Planning & Conservation
Bambers Green

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea Takeley

Town Hall . Bishop's Stortford

Hornton Street [RECENVED BY PN SAS Herts CM22 6PE

London Sl% HDC M - S W W n A

W8 TNX % N Telephone (01279) 871799
/7 e Facsimile (01279) 870790

14 JUL 1999 Mobile 07801 321162

/10

'O | REC | ARB |FWD | CON “
PLy | DES [FEES

FAOQO : D Taylor

FAX & POST

Dear Sir

St James Homes Ltd — Campden Hill Reservoirs

Thank you for your letter of the 7" July 1999 conceming the watercolour artists
impressions of the scheme which were included in the Appendices to Peter Crossley’s
proof of evidence. As you will be aware, these have not been submitted as part of the
formal application but have been included to assist the Inspector.

I can confirm that the drawings were not prepared on the basis of a mathematically
constructed perspective framework. However, they were prepared by an experienced
artist using the general rules of perspective drawing. '

Since we are anxious to remove as much subjectivity as possible from the debate at
the Inquiry, St James has (prior to your letter) commissioned some computer
generated photomontages from CPM. These will be based on the Architects plans and
are mathematically prepared on a computer grid. This grid is then rendered to create
the final elevations.

1 understand that these should be available within a day or two and will be sent to

both the Planning Inspectorate and the Borough Council. Should you require it, CPM
can also provide full “justification” drawings.

Bob Sellwood BA, Dip. TP, MRTPI, FRICS




Please give me a call if you have any queries on the above.

Yours faithfully

G

R M Sellwood

cC.

T Blaney
P Hull

N Hawkey
P Crossley
J Thomas
M Leay

S Watts
M Ney

Post only
Post only
Post only
Post only
Post only
Post only
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