Additionally:

Provide copies of drawing showing relationship of sight lines to trellis re Ferguson.
a) Five copies of site survey drawing.

b) Photographs.

c¢) Confirm, apart from windows, all other exposed timbers will be finished with

stain.

Once amendments have been made could you also send four copies of Drawing Nos.
P1, P2, P3, E3, E6, E7, S1, 82 (12.10.98) S2 (18.5.98), S3 and $4.

We shall require a cheque made out to Kensington & Chelsea Planning Department
for the sum of £95.

Many thanks.

Yours sincerely

D Harding BSc ARICS
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ATELIER D'ARCHITECTURE ET D'URBANISME JEAN-LOUP MSIKA
65 Bld. Arago 75013 F-PARIS Tel: 33 (1) 47 07 40 42 Fax: 33 (1) 453587 75

Councillor Richard WALKER-ARNOTT
27 Finstock Road
London W10 6LU

Paris, April 12th 1999

Ref: 17A Princes Place Development, for Ms. Viktoria Mullova.

Councillor,

We satisfied long ago the conditions for the approved development in reference.

But the Kensington and Chelsea Planning services, under some kind of pressure, are
deliberately holding us back from starting works on site, which causes major damage
to the owner.

The owner, who is an internationally acclaimed musician, had a third child and

needs her new house badly.

Although we submitted all particulars and precise decription of materials in February
1998, samples were required from us only in September 1998.

And now, at the end of March 1999, we are suddenly, after 13 months, requested to
submit a lot more particulars, and extra samples, while the previous samples have
not yet been objected to in any way.

This is all very strange, since:

- we are going to use only the best materials, like natural slates, carefully chosen
London Stock bricks, of which we offer to present to the Planning Officers a 1m2 trial
panel on site, before construction of the brick facing, etc..;

- and since the Design Officer, Ms. Joanna Parker, wrote in 1996, about our proposal:
the detailling is small scale and appropriate to the general elements of style in Princes
Place...

The contractor is ready to start, and available, but we are stuck in a bureaucratic maze:
we are not allowed to start work on site.

Foundations and basement construction are time consuming: now is the right season
for these works.
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Why have us wait still for months, just for a decision about glazings and trellis, while
we offer:

- not to place any glazing whatsoever in the house, wether clear or opaque,

- or build any trellis

without a written consent from Mr. French?

Included is a self explanatory letter to Mr. French, the Executive Director of Planning
and Conservation.

Could I please meet you, so as to discuss this situation ?

Sincere thanks,

Jean-Loup Msika

N° de SIRET : 305 113 896 00024 - APE ; 742A




FAX FROM

TOLT BRR ITHR 1502 EROM L R i C rLarleG

98 ‘d

THE ROYAL
NAME: S S, wibeV BOROUGH OF

THE DIRECTORATE OF PLANNING SERVICES
DATE: EXE qq

MAIN TELEPHONE NUMBER: 0171 937 5464
DIRECT LINE: - 0171361 2082

/ KENSINGTON
FAX NUMBER (if different from below) : . AND CHELSEA

T0

NAME: M T M.Stlc.m,

or: ATelieR O'ARCIHITECTIRE er o’c)ee’ﬂNmrM &

ADDREss: _ 65 _ALd . ARAGO TS® (3 ~F
PRRLS  FRANCE

— POSTAL CODE

eax Numaer: 33.(1) 4&( 35 &7 75

e
———
A

NUMBER OF PAGES TO FOLLOW: _&

COMMENTS AND/OR INSTRUCTIONS Gf any)

—— A — _ﬂ

Regarduna 17 A Grincen Place , Wil
= T

| amk not 1n  Are Oﬂpf.\u, 70 A 0rrove anol
larnot mew @w iy, m?wfad

Mr Hafdwﬁ ansare ek AL advice
H@Wﬁ eax CPV[CU'W whtr[/r WO e o
Sike Feﬂéwed CPnsthtabion, Takn T
Covncils §alf(:h>f, dond | an Aﬁrﬂwf et

VW= plarning ™ (o debron $- doC _nat bl
wore, 4o seott wntil the Segme v fully
.MWQ StsadcHo s

o mETTTIRERL . akh TTSM ., BE RS, - 2 | AT T - im‘ R

L49L2%9 £E£20 AdNS SONIQEYH  WOHMd 88:9T 65, 7Hdurel



—

65,bd. Arago F-75013 Paris Tel: (33) 1 47 07 40 42 Fax: (33) 1453587 75

FACSIMILE @
To: Ms. Sara WILDEN N°: 0171 361 3463

Kensington and Chelsea Planning Services

- ATELIER D'ARCHITECTURE ET D'URBANISME JEAN-LOUP MSIKA @

From: Jean-Loup MSIKA Paris, 14/04/99 -

Ref: 17A Princes Place, LONDON W 11

\
CoPY Fro DD HARPIN
oF A FYX SENVT TMAY
. WS, WLV
l-\. P . A .
On 16th February 1998, we provided all the particulars required by condition 2 and
agreed to follow strictly all the other conditions.
I'would like to stress that we will not vary from any one of these conditions (like for

instance conditions 8 and 10) without a prior written permission from the Executive
Director of Planning and Conservation.

Dear Ms. Wilden,

We received your fax of 13/04/99.

It was only in july 1998, after 4 and a half months, that we were asked to provide
samples of materials, which we did immediately and completely.

Since then, we have not heard one single objection from the Kensington and Chelsea
Planning Services in regard to the particulars and samples provided.

Therefore, we would think that they were considered as satisfactory.

Then, after another 9 months wait, we were recently asked for yet another round of

particulars and samples. We provided them immediately again: however, we were

very surprised by this erratic and incredibly time consuming procedure which consists
* in requiring, every 6 months or so, new rounds of particulars and samples.

This kind of procedure, which delays works beyond the reasonable and the acceptable

is heavily detrimental to the owner and the people involved with the project.

Therefore, we would appreciate if you could please tell us today, by urgent fax, which,
if any, is the condition that has not as yet been satisfied?

Sincere thanks,

Jean-Loup Msika

CC: Mr. David Harding

N° de SIRET : 305 113 896 00024 - APE : 742A

~1



‘atelier d'architecture et d'urbanisme Jean-Loup Msikay
65 bld. Arago 75013 PARIS Tel: 01 47 07 40 42 Fax: 01 45 35 87

D b
.\/\lm @ .S \J Mr. Mi.ch

. Planning and/€onservation
W The T , Horton stregt
London W8 7NX

*

Paris, 04/01/02 ~
RAR.

Your ref: PP/99/00742/COTH/21/138

Sir,

The development in reference (17 a Princes Place, London w11) is now in process of
completion.

However, | would like to mention two inaccuracies in the document you signed on
20/09/99 (copy included).

1/ The application date was wrongly mentioned as 15/04/99.
The real apphco’nqn date is in fact 12/03/96, as appears on the document referenced
DPS/DCN/TP/96/0558 of which a copy is also included with this mail.

2/ The owner’s representative is myself, as appears on the same document referenced

DPS/DCN/TP/96/0558, and not David HARDING.

That is important, in order to establish clearly that the Permission for development in
reference was for the exact same proposal (except for very minor changes relating to
some windows and trellises...) for which we applied on 12/03/96, and that it took over
three and a half years to obtain i, in spite of our diligent efforts,

Would you be willing to acknowledge the above inaccuracies and to rodify
consequently the Permission for development in reference 2

I\(’Q/\V\\}‘AQ/ E)@{HDG TP

o1

Jean-Loup Msika, Dipl. arch (hons.) R1.B.A. 07 7007 E-j')
vl ':"‘1 gy
SE AR o]

N G iSW o4 F\F _]U
AR 5]

Sincerely yours,

- N° de SIRET: 305 113 396 00024 APE 742A
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" atelier d'architecture et d'urbanisme Jean-Loup Msika
65 bld. Arago 75013 PARIS

T;S: 014707 4042 Fax: 0145358775

rl

. W@% Mr. Michael J. FRENCH

Executive Director,

Planning and Conservation
The Town Hall , Horton street
London W8 7NX

Your ref: EDPC/MJF

Dear Mr. French,

Thank you for your letter dated 4 March 2002.
However, we are afraid we have to disagree with all the points you make:

1/ Wrong: The very unusual and disproportionate lengh of the planning process (3
and g half years!) had nothing to do with the legitimate need to ” achieve a scheme
that would be sympathetic to its conservation Area setting...”

It is indeed absolutely right for “ the officers concerned... to do their professional best in
frying to acheive a scheme that would be sympathetic fo its conservation Area setting and
to the amenities of residential properties nearby”.

However, in that particular case, since:

- the original proposal dated 28/02/96 (copy included)
- the altered proposal dated 17/09/96 (copy included)

- and the scheme approved on 20/09/99 and now in the process of near completion
(copy also included),

are all obviously identical, except for very minute details, we do not see any reason
why it should have taken over three and a half years to acheive that result.

The original proposal was appropriate and allready quite “sympathetic to its
conservation Area setting”.

Have we had to change our scheme in order to gain final approval, by removing one or
several floors, or altering significantly the design2 Certainly not!

And we do not see any reason why, as you write in your letter: “they could of course
have recommended it for refusal in May 1996...".

On the contrary, the officer J. Parker established in her report dated 06/06/96 (copy
included) that: '

“there is an emphasis on creating a green building which we should definitely
encourage...the detailing is small scale and appropriate to the general elements of style in
Princes Place......recommend: approve in design terms although | am aware of one
outstanding concern regarding overdevelopment of site”.

The “concern regarding overdevelopment” mentioned by J. Parker was expressed by a
neighbour who endeavoured to prevent the approval of our scheme (or of any scheme,
for that matter) at all cost, against all common sense, against even his own signed
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agreement about details of the design, until the Council, on 16/09/99, ordered him at
long last to keep quiet.

But for Kensington and Chelsea Planning and Conservation, the owner’s rights to
develop her property and the efforts of her architect, who had applied with a very
appropriate scheme, weighted little in front of the nonsense expressed by that neighbour.

2/ Wrong: David Harding was never “chosen by the clients as agent rather than
yourself {i.e. myself)”:

He was first appointed by the clients, on my advice, as party wall surveyor and then
acted in connection with planning only at my request and as my representative, to help
resolve some of the many hurdles you kept constantly putting in front of us, regardless
of the obvious fact that our proposal was indeed appropriate.

3/ Unfair: The second application, dated 25 May 1999, was formally requested from
us by your office, for no other reason than to conceal the fact that the processing of

the first application had been delayed by maladministration, beyond the acceptable:

During one of his many visits to the Planning and Conservation offices, on my behalf,
David Harding was made by your services to file a new application which was totally
unecessary, except to attempt to conceal the fact that you had been delaying the process
to such an extant that it was strictly unlawfull and had caused major loss and distress to
the owner and her architect.

That application, formally requested by you, concerned only “glazing and trellis”, i.e.
very minor details which should of course have been considered as part of the original
application, and did not really require a new application to be filed.

The only purpose of that second application, which was formally and abusively required
from us, was to provide a convenient excuse to the unfair handling of our application by
Planning and Conservation, which had delayed the process beyond the acceptable.

4/ Unfair: you do not explain why, during the same lenghty period during which “PI,

and Cons.” was delaying the approval process under any conceivable pretext, the
very same “Pl. and Cons.” was, again and again (17/12/97. 08/07/98:

07/12/98...),

- complaining to us that the site with the derelict building was “still an eyesore...”

- and was threatening us : “Unless works commence on site in the immediate
future, this matter will be reported to the Planning and Conservation Committee, were it is

expected they will agree to acquire the property compulsorily under the Town and country
Planning Act 1990...”

Neither do you explain why, as late as 13/04/99, “Pl. and Cons.” was still forbidding us
to commence work “until the scheme is fully approved”.

We suspect that these contradictions, and the deliberate delays to the approval process
were proof of a fraudulent scheme by “Pl. and Cons.”

And since you were not able to explain these obvious contradictions in your letter dated
04/03/02, we will consider that, yes, there was a fraudulent scheme by “Pl. and Cons.”



3/ Unfair: Our 12/03/96 application received a “Permission for development
(conditional)” on 09/05/97, but then, although we endeavoured to satisfy these
simple conditions without any delay, you did not answer before 14/08/98,

and with a proposal to reconsult neighbours again, for no valid reason, except waste
“more time, prevent us from developing the site and achieve your stated goal (your letter
dated 07/12/98, copy included) of reporting “to the Planning and Conservation
Committee, were it is expected they will agree to acquire the property compulsorily under
the Town and country Planning Act 1990..." .

In your letter dated 14/08/98, you requested more samples {we had allready provided
many samples previously requested...) which were delivered to your office without delay.
But, as late as 31/03/99, your officer S. Wilden was still requesting again a new and
long list of details which we kept providing again without delay (see copy included of
notes by D. Harding, at meeting on 31/03/99).

We therefore wrote to Councillor Richard Walker-Arnott, on 12/04/99 (copy included),
to complain about that erratic and endless procedure, with new requests of more
samples and particulars every 6 or 9 months, and to S. Wilden, on 14/04/99 (copy
included), which letter remained of course without an answer!

Conclusion:

Looking at the original proposal and ot the design approved three and a half years
latter, which are identical, except for minute details, if is obvious that our original
proposal was indeed appropriate from the start, did not imply “overdevelopment” in any
way, and that there has been an abusive and unfair handling by “Pl. and Cons.”.

On 13/04/99, i.e. more than three years after our 12/03/96 application, your officer S.
Wilden was still writing to us, by fax (copy included), that: “the planning conditions do
not allow work to start until the scheme is fully approved”.

You can certainly not prevent like that, for three and a half years, people with a very
appropriate design, and with a “Permission for development” to develop their property.

We therefore would now require the handling of our application by Kensington and

Chelsea Planning and Conservation to be fully investigated by an independant
. authorithy, and would expect adequate compensation to the owner and to myself for the

losses and distress unfairly incurred.

M,

Jean-Loup Msika, Dipl. arch (hons.) R.I.B.A.

Your sincerely,

C.c. Councillor Richard Walker- Arnott
Councillor Barry Phelps, Cabinet Member, Planning and consevation Policy







M. J-L Msika
65 bld Arago
75013

Paris

France

24" April 2002/

Dear M. Msika

17a Princes Place

Thank you for your letter of 22™ April with its attachments. I would like to discuss the issue with
Councillor Barry Phelps, to whom I see you have also copied the correspondence, and then 1 will
see that you have a reply.

Yours sincerely

(1 A

Councillor Richard Walker-Arnott

bee Clir Barry Phelps - I think you and 1 had better have a chat, after 2 May. I think I can

recognise a serial correspondent when I see one. Incidentally, [ have checked on M. Msika’s letter
to me of April 1999, and find that a chairmanical predecessor of yours had told me (after
prompting) that he would follow it up for me!

(<




French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc

From: Clir-Phelps - P ‘
Sent: 27 May 2002 16:02

To: A1 French, Michael (E-mail}

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place London W11 4QA

When we meet let us discuss the RWA suggestions below. I assume that Derek Taylor has

and/or will check th tqtal acc of anyfhing in my lecsi;émiiLL&\Hh
v
= MW e

————— Original Message-----

From: Richard Walker-Arnott [mailto:whatnots@lineone.net]
Sent: 27 May 2002 15:45

To: Cllr.Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk

Subject: Re: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA

Dear Barry

1. I think that M. Msika's contention {para 'l of his 22 April 02 letter to
French) that the three proposals of 2/96, 9/96 and 9/99 were all virtually
identical should be disputed in even more specific terms than your draft.
French's letter of 4 March 02 mentions revisions between the First two
proposals, and revisions between numbers two and three.

2. Msika is cross about delay. But I do not think the delays which concern
him are the eight months and five months leading up to the two grants of
consent. He says that while in order to comply with the conditions attached
to the May 97 consent he submitted details of all proposed materials in
February 98 he got no response until a request for samples in September of
that year. And as late as March 99 he was still not told either that those
submissions satisfied the conditions, or if they did not why not. Instead,
he was asked for more particulars and extra samples. I am not sure what
period is meant by his "nine months of silence" (his letter of 15 January
02), as there seem to me to be two gaps when the planning dept were silent:-
February to September 1998 ({seven months) and September 1998 to March 1999
{six months). These gaps were after nine months {May 1997 to February 1998}
of silence on Msika's part no doubt while he was choosing his materials. I
think French should be asked if he can account for those delays (was there
really no communication in either direction?)

3. What I think is significant about those delays is that in Msika's mind
they are tied up with the department's pursuit of him to get on with the
project, and with the ultimate threat of a CPO. I have to assume that there
was an idiotically crossed wire in the department for that pursuit and
threat to have happened. If that was cockup I see no reason why an apology
should not be given for it. For if no apology, then Msika's conspiracy
theory that the delay was on purpose, to enable the council to get its hands
on the property (he does not know how financially burdensome CPOs can be),
is allowed full rein,

4. And it is surely his readiness to embrace conspiracy theory which leads
him to accuse the department of "covering up" the delay in processing the
application by calling for the new application of April/May 199%, approved
in September 1999. So I think that French's statement in his letter of 4
March 02, that the purpose of the April/May 1999 application was to enable
amendments to the previously accepted application to be made, should be
reinforced.




5. I know nothing of the bona fides of the neighbour's objection, but once
Msika is in. conspiracy theory mood that too seems to be tossed into the mix.
I 'suspect there is nothing to be done to redress his irrationality on that
issue, which anyway I think is peripheral.

To sum up, I think a fairly strong letter can be written, giving more
detailed rebuttal than French's of 4 March 02. I think that .an apclogy for
the pursuit and threat mixup could be given, to disarm all his conspiracy
theories and without opening the way to compensation. The reply this time
round needs to be so authoritative that it squashes his wish for an
independent review - the only source of such, without peinting him towards
the Ombudsman, would be the Borough Solicitor.

So with some regret I think that the sally in your final paragraph is best
left unused.

Regards
Richard

PS. I assume that Msika's letter to me of 12th April 1999, which I passed to
DC and understood he had dealt with, was in the file you have just read. If

not, I can fax it to you. . |
RWA ‘

----- Original Message -----

From: <Cllr.Phelps@rbke.gov.uks |

To: <whatnots@lineone.nets ‘

Sent: Sunday, May 26, 2002 11:10 AM . |

Subject: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA ‘
|
|
|

DRAFT ONE FOR RWA

M. Jean-Loup Msika
65 Boulevard Arago
75013 PARIS France

26 May 2002
17A Princes Place W1l

Dear Monsgsieur Msika

I have spent considerable time going through our file on 17a Princes Place
including, of course, your latest letter of the 22nd ult.

So far as I can judge the facts are as follows.

1. In March 1995 consent was given for a two storey plus basement family
house on the site.

2. In February 1996 you applied for permission for a significantly larger
house on the site which was to be recommended for refusal. You withdrew
this

application.

3. After discussions a new application was made on 17.09.96 and granted
09.05.97. '

4. On 08.04.99 you applied to vary Conditions of the 1997 consent.

5. On 20.08.95 consent was given to vary conditions 2, 8 and 10 of the
1997

> consent was granted.

> 6. On 15 January this year you wrote to Cllr Richard Walker-Arnott making
> various allegations against our Planning officers. You have also made

> allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVV

Vv V V v v

2



applications.

7. The Executive Director of Planning gave you a very full reply on
04.03.02.

8. On 22.04.02 you replied to the Executive Director at length copying me
in.

I see two issues here. Did my officers behave properly? Did they take too
long to process the applications?

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers ultimate
recommendations to grant, I do not believe you can claim they behaved
improperly. In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions
that officers have been "Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by them
but offer only subjective views to support those allegations. You correct,
perhaps, a few errors of degree but I consider it de minimis whether, for
example, Mr Harding was "chosen by the clients as agent" or was appointed

V V.V V V VV VYV VYV VYV VYV VYV vy .

on
> your recommendation as your local subordinate. Either way his name, not

> yours, was on the application of 08.04.99With every best wish

-3

> Which leaves the question of the time the applications took to process.

>

> You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28.02.96 and not finally
approved '

until 20.09.99 "over three-and-a-half years". You add that the scheme
approved on 20.09.99 wasg "obviously identical, except for very minute
detail" to that granted on 09.05.57 and so should have been approved in a
very short time.

This takes us deep into the arena of casuistry.

Were I skilled in that art I would suggest that you are treating two
separate applications as one. First an application wasg made on 17.09.96
and

> granted 09.05.97 - eight months later. A second application was made on
> 08.04.99 and granted on 20.09.99 - five months later. Both application
took

> time to see through as my officers worked hard to discuss the matter with
> you to reach acceptable designs. The eight months and five months were
both

longer than any of us would have liked but, under the circumstances, not
‘uncommon in such sensitive applications.

V V.V V V V Vv vy

However I am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that these
two separate applications took as long to process as they did.

To avoid as future problems I have instructed our officers that any future
applications you make to us are to be decided upon within the minimum
benchmark period - even if this involves a recommendation to refuse
without

> discussing the matter with you first.

>

V V V V V V VY Y

Yours faithfully

VvV V VvV VvV VYV VYV VY Y Y VY Y Y
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. French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc

From: French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc

Sent: 28 May 2002 16:29 -

To: Clir-Phelps

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place London W11 4QA

Cabinet Member: I would confirm that this site was included on the Buildings at Risk
list in September 1993; the building had been derelict since 1988 following fire
damage and the roof had collapsed and the garden filled with rubbish. On 27 September
1593, the Planning and Conservation Committee agreed to make a CPO to acquire this
derelict site as there appeared little chance of the owner bringing forward any
development .

The result of the threatened CPO was to bring forward a planning application in late
1994 which was granted in March 1995. Following the grant of this permission, the
owner, apparently a Mrs. Victoria Mullova, was given time to commence development.
Subsequent applications were submitted and, in part, granted.

Had the Council wished to CPO the land urgently, it would have done so following the
decision in September 1993. It did not, due partly to the difficulty of securing such
an order, and to the fact that the owner did appear to be in the process of bringing
forward an approved development.

There can be no truth in the argument that the left and right hand did not know what
was happening; the truth is that throughout the periocd since 1993 there had been an
agreed decision to CPO the site. If it was used to bring forward the development,
then it worked.

M. J. French,
Executive Director, Planning and Conservatiomn.
020 7361 2944

————— Original Message-----

From: Cllr-Phelps

Sent: 27 May 2002 16:02

To: Al French, Michael (E-mail)

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place London W11l 4QA

When we meet let us discuss the RWA 'suggestions below. I assume that Derek Taylor has
and/or will check the total accuracy of anything in my letter.

BP

————— Original Message-----

From: Richard Walker-Arnott [mailto:whatnots@lineone.net)
Sent: 27 May 2002 15:45

To: Cllr.Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk

Subject: Re: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA

Dear Barry

1. I think that M. Msika's contention (para 1 of his 22 April 02 letter to
French) that the three proposals of 2/96, 9/96 and 9/99 were all virtually
identical should be disputed in even more specific terms than your draft.
French's letter of 4 March 02 mentions revisions between the first two
proposals, and revisions between numbers two and three.
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2. Msika is cross about delay. But I do not think the delays which concer

him are the eight months and five months leading up to the two grants of
consent. He says that while in order to comply with the conditions attached
to the May 97 consent he submitted details of all propesed materials in
February 98 he got no response until a request for samples in September of
that year. And as late as March 99 he was still not told either that those
submissions satisfied the conditions, or if they did not why not. Instead,
he was asked for more particulars and extra samples. I am not sure what
period ig meant by his "nine months of silence" (his letter of 15 January
02), as there seem to me to be two gaps when the planning dept were silent:-
February to September 1998 (seven months) and September 1998 to March 1859
{six months). These gaps were after nine months (May 19297 to February 1998)
of silence on Msika's part no doubt while he was choosing his materials. I
think French should be asked if he can account for those delays (was there
really no communication in either direction?)

3. What I think is significant about those delays is that in Msika's mind
they are tied up with the department's pursuit of him to get on with the
project, and with the ultimate threat of a CPO. I have to assume that there
was an idiotically crossed wire in the department for that pursuit and
threat to have happened. If that was cockup I see no reason why an apology
should not be given for it. For if no apology, then Msika's conspiracy
theory that the delay was on purpose, to enable the council to get its hands
on the property (he does not know how financially burdensome CPOs can be},
is allowed full rein.

4. And it is surely his readiness to embrace congpiracy theory which leads
him to accuse the department of "covering up" the delay in processing the
application by calling for the new application of April/May 1999, approved
in September 199%. So I think that French's statement in his letter of 4
March 02, that the purpose of the April/May 1995 application was to enable
amendments to the previously accepted application to be made, should be
reinforced.

5. I know nothing of the bona fides of the neighbour's objection, but once
Msika is in conspiracy theory mood that too seems to be tossed into the mix.
I suspect there is nothing to be done to redress his irrationality on that
issue, which anyway I think is peripheral.

To sum up, I think a fairly strong letter can be written, giving more
detailed rebuttal than French's of 4 March 02. I think that an apolegy for
the pursuit and threat mixup could be given, to disarm all his conspiracy
theories and without opening the way to compensation. The reply this time
round needs to be so authoritative that it squashes his wish for an
independent review - the only source of such, without pointing him towards
the Ombudsman, would be the Borough Solicitor.

So with some regret I think that the sally in your final paragraph is best
left unused.

Regards
Richard

PS. I assume that Msika's letter to me of 12th April 1999, which I passed to
DC and understood he had dealt with, was in the file you have just read. If
not, I can fax it to you.

RWA

————— Original Message -----

From: <Cllr.FPhelps@rbkc.gov.uk>

To: <whatnots@lineone.nets

Sent: Sunday, May 26, 2002 11:10 AM
Subject: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA
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DRAFT ONE FOR RWA
M. Jean-Loup Msika
65 Boulevard Arago
75013 PARIS France

26 May 2002

17A Princes Place W1l

Dear Monsieur Msika

I have spent considerable time going through our file on 17a Princes Place
including, of course, your latest letter of the 22nd ult.

So far as I can judge the facts are as follows.

1. In March 1995 consent was given for a two storey plus basement family
house on the site.

2. In February 1996 you applied for permission for a significantly larger
house on the site which was te be recommended for refusal. You withdrew
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application.

3. After discussions a new application was made on 17.09.96 and granted
09.05.97.

4. On 08.04.99 you applied to vary Conditions of the 1997 consent.

5. On 20.09.99 consent was given to vary conditions 2, 8 and 10 of the
997

consent was granted.

6. On 15 January this year you wrote to Cllr Richard Walker-Arnott making
various allegations against our Planning officers. You have alsoc made
allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your
applications.

7. The Executive Director of Planning gave you a very full reply on
04.03.02.

8. On 22.04.02 you replied to the Executive Director at length copying me
in.

I see two issues here. Did my cofficers behave properly? Did they take too
long to process the applications?

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers ultimate
recommendations to grant, I do not believe you can claim they behaved
improperly. In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions
that officers have been "Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by them
but offer only subjective views to support those allegations. You correct,
perhaps, a few errors of degree but I consider it de minimis whether, for
example, Mr Harding was "chosen by the clients as agent" or was appointed
Tl
your recommendation as your local subordinate. Either way his name, not
yours, was on the application of 08.04.99With every best wish

VOV VY VY Y VYV YV Y Y Y YV Y Y Y Y Y YV Y Y

Q

Which leaves the guestion of the time the applications tocok to process.
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You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28.02.96 and not finally
approved

until 20.09.99 "over three-and-a-half years". You add that the scheme
approved on 20.09.9% was "obviously identical, except for very minute
detail" to that granted on 09.05.97 and so should have been approved in a
very short time.

This takes ug deep into the arena of casuistry.
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> Were I, skilled in that art I would suggest that you are treating two

> geparate applications as one. First an application was made on 17.09.96
and

> granted 09.05.97 - eight months later. A second application was made on

» 08.04.99 and granted on 20.09.99 - five months later. Both application
took

> time to see through as my officers worked hard to discuss the matter with
> you to reach acceptable designs. The eight months and five months were
both

longer than any of us would have liked but, under the circumstances, not
uncommon in such sensitive applications. 20
However I am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that these
two separate applications tock as long to process as they did.

To avoid as future problems I have instructed our officers that any future
applications you make to us are to be decided upon within the minimum
benchmark period - even if this involves a recommendation to refuse
without

> discussing the matter with you first.

>

VOV YV VYV VY VY

Yours faithfully
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally
privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail is intended for the
addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender
and

> delete the material from your computer.
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French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc
 §

From: French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc [/
@ent: 28 May 2002 16:29-

To: Clir-Phelps

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place LLondon W11 4QA

Cabinet Member: I would confirm that this site was included on the Buildings at Risk
list in September 1993; the building had been derelict since 1988 following fire
damage and the roof had collapsed and the garden filled with rubbish. ©On 27 September
1993, the Planning and Conservation Committee agreed to make a CPO to acguire this
derelict site as there appeared little chance of the owner bringing forward any
development.

The result of the threatened CPQO was to bring forward a planning application in late
1994 which was granted in March 1995. Following the grant of this permissiocn, the
owner, apparently a Mrs. Victoria Mullova, was given time to commence development.
Subsequent applications were submitted and, in part, granted.

Had the Council wished to CPO the land urgently, it would have done so following the
decision in September 1993. It did not, due partly to the difficulty of securing such
an order, and to the fact that the owner did appear to be in the process of bringing
forward an approved development.

There can be no truth in the argument that the left and right hand did not know what
was happening; the truth is that throughout the period since 1993 there had been an
agreed decision to CPO the sgite. If it was used to bring forward the development,
then it worked.

M. J. French,
Executive Director, Planning and Conservation.
020 7361 2944

----- Original Message-----

From: Cllr-Phelps

Sent: 27 May 2002 16:02

To: Al French, Michael (E-mail)

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place Leondon W1l 4QA

When we meet let us discuss the RWA suggestions below. I assume that Derek Taylor has
and/or will check the total accuracy of anything in my letter.

BP

————— Original Message-----

From: Richard Walker-Arnott [mailto:whatnotselineone.net]
Sent: 27 May 2002 15:45

To: Cllr.Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk

Subject: Re: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA

Dear Barry

1. I think that M. Msika's contention (para 1 of his 22 April 02 letter to
French) that the three proposals of 2/96, 9/96 and %/99 were all virtually
identical should be disputed in even more specific terms than your draft.
French's letter of 4 March 02 mentions revisions between the first two
proposals, and revisions between numbers two and three.
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2. Msika is cross about delay. But I do not think the delays which concern
hit are the eight months and five months leading up to the two grants of
consent. He says that while in order to comply with the conditions attached

.to the May 97 consent he submitted details of all proposed materials in
February 98 he got no response until a request for samples in September of
that year. And as late as March 99 he was still not told either that those
submissions satisfied the conditions, or if they did not why not. Instead,
he was asked for more particulars and extra samples. I am not sure what
period is meant by his "nine months of silence" (his letter of 15 January
02), as there seem to me to be two gaps when the planning dept were silent:-
February to September 1998 (seven months) and September 1998 to March 1999
(six months). These gaps were after nine months (May 1997 to February 1998}
of silence on Msika's part no doubt while he was choosing his materials. I
think French should be asked if he can account for those delays (was there
really no communication in either direction?)

3. What I think is significant about those delays is that in Msika's mind
they are tied up with the department's pursuit of him to get on with the
project, and with the ultimate threat of a CPO. I have to assume that there
was an idiotically crossed wire in the department for that pursuit and
threat to have happened. If that was cockup I see no reason why an apoclogy
should not be given for it. For if no apology, then Msika's conspiracy
theory that the delay was on purpose, to enable the council to get its hands
on the property (he does not know how financially burdensome CFOs can be),
ig allowed full rein.

4. And it is surely his readiness to embrace conspiracy theory which leads
him to accuse the department of "covering up" the delay in processing the
application by calling for the new application of April/May 1999, approved
in September 1999. So I think that French's statement in his letter of 4
March 02, that the purpose of the April/May 1999 application was to enable
amendments to the previously accepted application to be made, should be
reinforced.

5. I know nothing of the bona fides of the neighbour's objection, but once
Msika is in conspiracy theory mood that too seems to be tossed into the mix.
I suspect there is nothing to be domne to redress his irratiomality on that
igsue, which anyway I think 1s peripheral.

To sum up, I think a fairly strong letter can be written, giving more
detailed rebuttal than French's of 4 March 02. I think that an apology for
the pursuit and threat mixup could be given, to disarm all his conspiracy
theories and without opening the way to compensation. The reply this time
round needs to be so authoritative that it squashes his wish for an
independent review - the only source of such, without pointing him towards
the Ombudsman, would be the Borough Sclicitor.

So with some regret I think that the sally in your final paragraph is best
left unused.

Regards
Richard

PS. I assume that Msika's letter to me of 12th April 1999, which I passed to
PC and understood he had dealt with, was in the file you have just read. If
not, I can fax it to you.

RWA

----- Original Message -----

From: <Cllr.Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk>

To: «whatnots@lineocne.net>

Sent: Sunday, May 26, 2002 11:10 AM
Subject: 17A Princes Place London W1l 4QA
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> DRAFT ONE FOR RWA

v

M. Jean-Loup Msika
65 Boulevard Arago
75013 PARIS France

v Vv

26 May 2002
178 Princes Place W1l

Dear Monsieur Msika

I have spent considerable time going through our file on 17a Princes Place
including, of course, your latest letter of the 22nd ult.

So far as I can judge the facts are as follows.

1. In March 1995 consent was given for a two storey plus basement family
house on the site.

2. In February 1596 you applied for permission for a significantly larger
house on the site which was to be recommended for refusal. You withdrew
this

> application.

> 3, After discussions a new application was made on 17.09.%6 and granted

> 08.05.97.

> 4. On 08.04.99 you applied to vary Conditions of the 1997 consent.

> 5. On 20.09.99 consent was given to vary conditions 2, 8 and 10 of the
1997

> consent was granted.

6. On 15 January this year you wrote to Cllr Richard Walker-Arnott making
various allegations against our Planning officers. You have also made
allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your
applications.

7. The Executive Director of Planning gave you a very full reply on
04.03.02.

8. On 22.04.02 you replied to the Executive Director at length copying me
in.

I gsee two igsues here. Did my officers behave properly? Did they take too
long to process the applications?

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers ultimate
recommendations to grant, I do not believe you can claim they behaved
improperly. In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions
that officers have been "Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by them
but offer only subjective views to support those allegations. You correct,
perhaps, a few errors of degree but I consider it de minimis whether, for
example, Mr Harding was "chosen by the clients as agent" or was appointed

V VV V VYV VYV VY Y YV Y VYV Y Y Y

on
> your recommendation as your local subordinate. Either way his name, not

> yours, was on the application of 08.04.99With every best wish

>

> Which leaves the question of the time the applications took to process.

>

> You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28.02.96 and not finally
approved

> until 20.09.99 "over three-and-a-half years". You add that the scheme

> approved on 20.09.99 was "obviously identical, except for very minute

> detail" to that granted on 09.05.97 and so should have been approved in a
> very short time.

>

> This takes us deep into the arena of casuistry.

>
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Were I skilled in that art I would suggest that you are treating two
separate applications as one. First an application was made on 17.09.96

and

>

granted 09.05.97 - eight months later. A second application was made on
08.04.99 and granted on 20.09.99 - five months later. Both application

tock

>
>

time to see through as my officers worked hard to discuss the matter with
you to reach acceptable designs. The eight months and five months were

both

> longer than any of us would have liked but, under the circumstances, not

> uncommon in such sensitive applications.

>

> However I am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that these
» two separate applications took as long to process as they did.

>

> To avoid as future problems I have instructed our officers that any future
> applications you make to us are to be decided upon within the minimum

> benchmark period - even if this involves a recommendation to refuse

without

-
>

>
>
>
>
-
>
>
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discussing the matter with you first.

Yours faithfully
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally
privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail is intended for the
addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender

and

>
>
>
>

delete the material from your computer.
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. French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc

From: Richard Walker-Arnott [whatnots@lineone.net]

Sent: 29 May 2002 21:03 -

To: Clir. Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk; Michael. French@rbkec.gov.uk
Subject: Re: 17A Princes Place London W11 4QA

Fine. Let's hope this is the end of the saga.

Regards

Richard

————— Original Message -----

From: <Cllr.Phelps@rbkc.gov.uk>

To: <whatnots@lineone.net>; <Michael.French@rbkc.gov.uk>

Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2002 1:25 FM
Subject: FW: 17A Princes Place London W1l 40QA

> DRAFT TWO
>
Let us try and get this faxed to the man by the weekend. BP

M. Jean-Loup Msika
65 Boulevard Arago
75013 PARIS France

26 May 2002

17A Princes Place W1l

Dear Monsieur Msika

VOV V VIV VYV VY Y VY VY VY YV VYV
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> I have spent considerable time going through our file con 17a Princes
Place

»> > including, of course, your latest letter of the 22nd ult. So far as I
can

> » judge the facts are as follows.

> >

> > 1. On 27 September 1593 the Planning services Committee agreed to a CPO
on

> » this property which, earlier that month, had been placed on our
Buildings

> At Risk Register.
2. In March 1995 congsent was given for a two storey plus basement family
house on the site.

3. On 12 March 1996 an application was made and later withdrawn.
4. In February 1996 you applied for permission for a significantly larger
house on the site which was to be recommended for refusal. You withdrew
this

application.

5. After discussions a new application was made on 17 September 1996 and
granted 9 May 1997.

6. On 8th April 1999 you applied to vary Conditions of the 1957 consent.
7. On 20th September 1999 consent was given to vary ceonditions 2, 8 and
C
> of the 1997 consent was granted.
> 8. On 15 January this year you wrote to Cllr Richard Walker-Arnott making
> various allegations against our Planning officers. You have alsc made

V VvV VvV VY
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> allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your
»-applications.

> 9. The Executive Directcr of Planning gave you a very full reply on 4
March

» 2002.

> 10. On 22 April 2002 you replied to the Executive Director at length
copying

> me in.

>

> > I see three igsues here. Were you improperly threatened with a CPO? Did
> > my officers behave properly? Did they take too long to process the

> > applications?

> >

> This property was placed on the Buildings at Risk list in early September
> 1993 and on 27 September 1993, the Planning and Conservation Committee

> agreed to make a CPO to acquire this derelict site as there appeared
little

> chance of the owner bringing forward any development. Thus the
possibilicy

> of a CPO on the property existed since well before your involvement in the
> site. In this instance, as in others, the possibility of a CPO was

> successfully used to encourage an acceptable redevelopment. I do, of
» course, understand that our Planning law can be complex but you should
have

been made aware of that possible CPO from the planning files which,
presumably, you consulted as a matter of course upon undertaking this
project. Thus nobody improperly threatened you with a CPO.

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers ultimate
recommendations to grant, I do not believe you can claim they behaved
improperly. In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions
> that officers have been "Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by
them

> > but offer only subjective views to support those allegations. You
correct,

> » perhaps, a few errors of degree but I consider it de minimis whether,
for

> > example, Mr Harding was "chosen by the clients as agent" or was
appointed

> > on your recommendation as your local subordinate. Either way his name,
not

vV OV VOV VY VY
vV v v

yours, was on the application of & April 1999.
Which leaves the question of the time the applications took to process.

You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28 February 19%6 and not
finally approved until 20 September 1999 "over three-and-a-half years".
You add that the scheme approved on 20 September 1999 was "obviously
identical, except for very minute detail" to that granted om 09.05.97

V VVV VV VY
OV vV vV VOV Y Y Y
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e
so should have been approved in a very short time.

This takes us deep into the realm of casuistry.

Were I skilled in that art I would suggest that you are treating three
gseparate applications as one. First an application was made on 12 March
> 1996 and then withdrawn. Then another application was made on 17
September

> > 1996 and granted 9 May 1997 - eight months later. A third application
was

> > made on 8 April 1999 and granted on 20 September 1539 - five months
later.

> » Both the latter application took time to see through as my officers
worked

» » hard to discuss the matter with you to reach acceptable designs. You may
> » consider the third application was "obviously identical" - which may or

V V. V V VvV VY
VvV V VMV V VvV V
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> may not be the case - but in British Planning law it still had to go

> through the full and proper planning process. The eight months and five
> months were both longer than any of us would have liked but, under the
> circumstances, not uncommcn in such sensitive applications.

k-3

> However I am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that
these

> two separate applications took as long to process as they did.

>

Yours faithfully

V VvV VvV V VIV VV VYV VYV VYV YV VYV VY VYV VY VYV Y
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

This e-mail may contain infermation which is confidential, legally
privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail is intended for the
addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender
and

delete the material from your computer.
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30 May 2002 ¢

Councillor BARRY PHELPS

Cabinet Member — Planning Policy
The Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea
11 Abingdon Mansions, Pater Street, W8 6AB

Tel 020 7938 2383 Fax 020 7368 0226

Email address:barry@barryphelps.com

M. Jean-Loup Msika,
65 Boulevard Arago,
75013 PARIS, France.

Dear Monsicur Msika,

17A Princes Place, W.11.

I have spent considerable time going through our file on 17a Princes Place including,
of course, your latest letter of the 22nd ult. So far as I can judge, the facts are as
follows:

1.

On 27 September 1993, the Planning Services Committee agreed to a
Compulsory Purchase Order on this property which, earlier that month, had
been placed on our Buildings At Risk Register.

In March 1995, consent was given for a two storey plus basement family
house on the site.

On 12 March 1996, an application was made and later withdrawn.

In February 1996, you applied for permission for a significantly larger house
on the site which was to be recommended for refusal. You withdrew this
application.

After discussions, a new application was made on 17 September 1996 and
granted 9 May 1997.

On 8th April 1999, you applied to vary Conditions of the 1997 consent.

On 20th September 1999, consent was given to vary conditions 2, 8 and 10 of
the 1997 permission.

On 15 January this year you wrote to Cllr Richard Walker-Amott making
various allegations against our Planning officers. You have also made
allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your
applications.
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9. The Executive Director of Planning gave you a very full reply on 4 March
2002.

10.  On 22 Apnl 2002, you replied to the Executive Director at length copying me
in.

I see three issues here. Were you improperly threatened with a CPO? Did my officers
behave properly? Did they take too long to process the applications?

This property was placed on the Buildings at Risk list in early September 1993 and on
27 September 1993, the Planning and Conservation Committee agreed to make a CPO
to acquire this derelict site as there appeared little chance of the owner bringing
forward any development. Thus, the possibility of a CPO on the property existed
since well before your involvement in the site. In this instance, as in others, the
possibility of a CPO was successfully used to encourage an acceptable
redevelopment. I do, of course, understand that our Planning law can be complex but
you should have been made aware of that possible CPO from the planning files
which, presumably, you consulted as a matter of course upon undertaking this project.
Thus nobody improperly threatened you with a CPO.

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers’ ultimate
recommendations to grant, I do not believe you can claim they behaved improperly.
In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions that officers have been
"Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by them but offer only subjective views
to support those allegations. You correct, perhaps, a few errors of degree but |
consider it de minimis whether, for example, Mr Harding was "chosen by the clients
as agent" or was appointed on your recommendation as your local subordinate. Either
way his name, not yours, was on the application of 8 April 1999,

Which leaves the question of the time the applications took to process.

You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28 February 1996 and not finally
approved until 20 September 1999 "over three-and-a-half years". You add that the
scheme approved on 20 September 1999 was "obviously identical, except for very
minute detail" to that granted on 09.05.97 and so should have been approved in a very
short time.

This takes us deep into the realm of casuistry.

Were I skilled in that art, ] would suggest that you are treating three separate
applications as one. First, an application was made on 12 March 1996 and then
withdrawn. Then another application was made on 17 September 1996 and granted
9 May 1997 - eight months later. A third application was made on 8 April 1999 and
granted on 20 September 1999 - five months later. Both the latter application took
time to see through as my officers worked hard to discuss the matter with you to reach
acceptable designs. You may consider the third application was "obviously identical”
- which may or may not be the case - but in British Planning law it still had to go
through the full and proper planning process. The eight months and five months were
both longer than any of us would have liked but, under the circumstances, not
uncommon in such sensitive applications.




However, 1 am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that these two
separate applications took as long to process as they did.

Yours sincerely,

c.C. Councillor Richard Walker-Arnott



.French, Michael: PC-GrpSvc

From: Clir-Phelps -

Sent: 30 May 2002 05:48 ~ q
To: A1 French, Michael (E-mail)

Subject: RE: 17A Princes Place London W11 4QA

Clir RWA is also happy with this. Please type out, sign on my behalf and fax to the gentleman - hard copy by post.
Thanks

BP

M. Jean-Loup Msika
65 Boulevard Arago
75013 PARIS France

30 May 2002

17A Princes Place W11

Dear Monsieur Msika

I have spent considerable time going through our file on 17a Princes Place including, of course, your latest letter of
the 22nd ult. So far as I can judge the facts are as follows.

1. On 27 September 1993 the Planning services Committee agreed to a CPO on this property which, earlier that
month, had been placed on our Buildings At Risk Register.

2. In March 1995 consent was given for a two storey plus basement family house on the site.

3. On 12 March 1996 an application was made and later withdrawn.

4. In February 1996 you applied for permission for a significantly larger house on the site which was to be
recommended for refusal. You withdrew this application.

5. After discussions a new application was made on 17 September 1996 and granted 9 May 1997.

6. On 8th April 1999 you applied to vary Conditions of the 1997 consent.

7. On 20th September 1999 consent was given to vary conditions 2, 8 and 10 of the 1997 consent was granted.
8. On 15 January this year you wrote to Clir Richard Walker-Arnott making various allegations against our Planning
officers. You have also made allegations of dishonesty against neighbours who objected to your applications.

9. The Executive Director of Planning gave you a very full reply on 4 March 2002.

10. On 22 April 2002 you replied to the Executive Director at length copying me in.

I see three issues here. Were you improperly threatened with a CPO? Did my officers behave properly? Did they take
too long to process the applications?

This property was placed on the Buildings at Risk list in early September 1993 and on 27 September 1993, the
Planning and Conservation Committee agreed to make a CPO to acquire this derelict site as there appeared little
chance of the owner bringing forward any development. Thus the possibility of a CPO on the property existed since
well before your involvement in the site. In this instance, as in others, the possibility of a CPO was successfully used
to encourage an acceptable redevelopment. I do, of course, understand that our Planning law can be complex but you
should have been made aware of that possible CPO from the planning files which, presumably, you consulted as a
matter of course upon undertaking this project. Thus nobody improperly threatened you with a CPO.

Since you obtained both the consents you sought, with officers ultimate recommendations to grant, I do not believe
you can claim they behaved improperly. In your letter to the Executive Director you make assertions that officers
have been "Unfair" and impute dishonourable motives by them but offer only subjective views to support those
allegations. You correct, perhaps, a few errors of degree but I consider it de minimis whether, for example, Mr
Harding was "chosen by the clients as agent" or was appointed on your recommendation as your local subordinate.
Either way his name, not yours, was on the application of 8 Aprii 1999.
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. Which leaves the question of the time the applications took to process.

You argue that the scheme was submitted on 28 February 1996 and not finally approved until 20 September 1999
"over three-and-a-half years". You add that the scheme approved on 20 September 1999 was "obviously identical,
except for very minute detail” to that granted on 09.05.97 and so should have been approved in a very short time.

This takes us deep into the realm of casuistry.

Were [ skilled in that art I would suggest that you are treating three separate applications as one. First an application
was made on 12 March 1996 and then withdrawn. Then another application was made on 17 September 1996 and
granted 9 May 1997 - eight months later. A third application was made on 8 April 1999 and granted on 20 September
1999 - five months later. Both the latter application took time to see through as my officers worked hard to discuss the
matter with you to reach acceptable designs. You may consider the third application was "obviously identical” -
which may or may not be the case - but in British Planning law it still had to go through the full and proper planning
process. The eight months and five months were both longer than any of us would have liked but, under the
circumstances, not uncommon in such sensitive applications.

However [ am not a casuist and, instead, offer you my apologies that these two separate applications took as long to
process as they did.

Yours faithfully
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