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VfE KVOULD like to cor
rect the highly mislead
'ing impression that may

' . have been given by a
quotation a t t r ibuted t o
Camden Council leader
Frank Dobson in your
last issue.

Referring to the vexed issue
of Tolmers Square, %1r Dob
son apparently claimed that
"when we wer . t t o t he
Department of the Environ
ment, they said to go wi th
the major developer (Stock
Conversion) to ensure that.
Camden got the maximum
return f rom t h e d evelop-.

ir ' menr."
, We do not accept this claim."
I . The only guidance the De

partment of t h e E n v iron.

-ment was prepared to give
Camden on this matter was',
contained in a letter of.guly
17.

There iras obviousiy no indi
cation in the letter to show
that the Department of '
Environment would, favour
a deal «i th S tock Conver

" . sion -on the one hand, or,
with our non-profit-maI'ing
company Claudius, Proper

' ties on the other.
ft is true that Camden thenl

retained the opinion of Mr . !

G eorge Dobry, QC, w h a

o f the l e t ter 5«as, !n h i s!

view, "discoura 'in'" t o th+~',
Claudius prop-..:.~>, and i t i
was larg oly on"zhe basis of '
Dobry's opinion t ltat Cam-'
d en decided ' to g o «i t h '
Stock Conve!.ston on Sep
tember 12.

We have abi ays maintained
that Dobry's opinion was a
highly personal p roposal,
not to say tendentious in-.'

i t e rpretation, and we canndt.
i c onf irm t h i s v iew c oncl!t-„:

s vely.
i fn fact we « rote tb the De

partment asking t hem to i

c iarify !h i r l e t ter. t o a sk<
whethe! i t was intended to;:
be discouragirig. T hey re-..'
plied quke categorically on
Gc!oher' 4 shat t h e w i der.•
"in'. rp; ".;ition" which %1r '
Dcbry . n!'oie to put on their
«orc5,«!!5 "beyonil tXe pur

. pose" !!;.' !hc.-r l ette", : - .
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