SOMERS TOWN NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION STATEMENT
The current version and appendices of Somers Town Neighbourhood Plan have been
consulted via email, Planning and Development Group meeting 03.12.2015,
Neighbourhood Forum meeting 04.01.2016, and on the Somers Town Plan website from
December 2015 to present. Hard copies of the Plan were also available at Somers Town
Community Centre, local schools and other community facilities.
The emails were sent via the database of 230 local residents, TRAs, local schools,
community groups, local businesses and local institutions. There is a full list of groups and
organisations involved in the Neighbourhood Planning process in Appendix 6 of the Plan.
Since 2011 the Plan has been developed through extensive participation and iterative
process with residents and organisations in Somers Town. For a full schedule of activity,
references for supporting documentation and evidence see Appendices 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the
Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan itself contains images showing community engagement
activities. Additional information about consultation and community participation can be
found in the application to become a Neighbourhood Forum (Appendix 2).
1. 2011 -2013 setting up the Neighbourhood Forum (Appendix 2).
Workshops and public meetings to gauge interest and then establish a Plan
boundary and Forum structure. Targeted group discussion (e.g. older people, young
parents, children and young people, local community groups) using large scale plans.
participants explored the meaning of neighbourhood and identified ‘natural’
boundaries. This eventually established the plan boundary based on what residents
saw as the traditional neighbourhood. The Forum structure – with themed working
groups and a broad community development function – was eventually decided
upon through using participatory cards games and Planning for Real type
approaches.
Key issues: the boundary discussions highlighted concerns about splitting the ward
and causing separation with neighbouring projects outside what was thought to be
the Somers Town Neighbourhood boundary. It was eventually agreed that there was
no reason why the plan boundary should negatively impact on community
collaborations across other parts of the Somers Town St Pancras ward, or anywhere
else. To date the plan boundary has encouraged cross boundary collaborations, joint
working and sharing information, especially through Neighbourhood Forum working
groups e.g. the BEET (Business Employment Education and Training) Group have
instigated projects, that whilst facilitated by the Neighbourhood Forum
development, have relationships outside the Plan area. The Planning and
Development Group have liaised with neighbours like Camley Street Neighbourhood
Forum to share ideas and information and make constructive connections between
the 2 Plans.
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Boundary workshop with mum’s from Under5’s project.

Participants in the planning activities were keen for a Neighbourhood Forum to act
as a platform for launching a variety of community activities. They were also agreed
that people should be able to get involved in areas of interest rather than feel they
had to embrace everything. During the structure consultation people were also
asked about their top 3 priorities for Somers Town. The priorities gave the Forum an
early insight in to local aspirations, and these formed the basis of the first
Neighbourhood Forum Working Groups. One of those groups, the Governance
Working Group, continued the work of structure and drafted the constitution.
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Planning priorities
2. 2013 – 2016 developing the Neighbourhood Plan (Appendices 4, 5, 6 and 7).
Community participation in the plan development has been extensive. Different
activities have been used to facilitate different types of involvement. Themed
working groups have enabled people to participate in the things that they are most
interested in. Working groups of residents, community organisations and businesses
have taken responsibility for leading on the development of the policies in the plan
and the development of the forum itself. A timeline showing the types of activity and
public events as well as meetings are listed in Appendix 5, whilst Appendix 6
identifies residents groups, community organisations, businesses and institutions
who have been involved. Appendix 4 lists the organisations and individuals who have
provided (often voluntary) support and worked with local residents to build skills and
capacity to produce the Neighbourhood Plan. Appendix 7 is a report on a resident
led housing and open space survey that was used to finalise related policies.
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Planning for Real
Key issues: in the period since the Neighbourhood Planning process was initiated
Somers Town has experienced significant increase in development pressure: the
extension of HS2 safeguarding boundary, changes to the Euston Area Plan, the
emergence of the Council’s Central Somers Town Community Investment
Programme, consultations on Cross Rail 2. The Neighbourhood Forum has worked
hard to try and meet these challenges. In each case it has taken time for residents
and organisations involved in the Neighbourhood Forum to reach consensus and
agree a Neighbourhood Plan position. Appendices 8, 9 and 10 reflect the complexity
of developing this Neighbourhood Plan and the additional engagement, learning and
participation it has required from Forum members.
Publicity and comment supporting The Somers Town Neighbourhood Plan can be
found at http://somerstownplan.info/praise-from-the-president/ .
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Developing Forum response to HS2 consultation
3. Pre-submission consultees list
The following organisations have been consulted on the current version of the
Somers Town Neighbourhood Plan:
Mayor of London.
Transport for London.
The Coal Authority.
The Homes and Communities Agency.
Natural England.
The Environment Agency.
The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (known as Historic
England).
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (company number 2904587).
The Highways Agency.
Internet Service Providers Association.
British Telecom.
Mobile Operators Association.
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North and East NHS Commissioning Support.
National Grid.
The Marine Management Organisation.
British Gas.
Entec UK.
Savilles.
4. Responses and key issues generated from pre-submission consultation.
 http://somerstownplan.info/plan/ 1 x web comment in support of the plan
28 / 01/ 2016. STNF acknowledge that local residents and the Forum were
focussed on responding to other local development plans during the
consultation period and did not prioritise time for commenting in favour of
the Neighbourhood Plan.
 1 x web comment from a local resident 23/02/2016 who felt that the Forum
should not voice an opinion on 42 Phoenix Rd, and found some of the
Community Investment Programme / Neighbourhood Plan relationships
confusing. STNF chair followed up on the issues raised and clarified where in
the Plan the points referred to Plan policies or other text. Some of the
sentences identified have been rewritten for greater clarity also on advice of
LBC Planning Officers.
 3x email responses from the statutory consultees list.
 There were points raised were by Natural England who applauded the
environmental policies and protection and enhancement of green spaces in
the plan. They suggested a Neighbourhood Green Partnership to reinforce
greening measures alongside housing. This is something the Neighbourhood
Forum could certainly explore as a project initiative with interested local
partners like Origin Housing, Somers Town Community Association, TRA
gardening groups and the Somers Town Big Local.
 Points raised by a local resident objected to some of the Forum’s ‘support’
for alternatives to the Community Investment Programme (CIP) identified in
the box on Page 10. It is acknowledged that these last 3 points are out of date
since changes have been made to CIP plans. They were removed.
5. Response to comments from London Borough of Camden.
Comments and advice have been received from LB Camden throughout the process.
The most recent from January 2015 are addressed here. Issues that were addressed
before the presubmission consultation are also identified.
LB Camden comment
STNF response and actions
Presentation and
structure.

Graphics and booklet
style.

The Plan design was developed with residents on the
Forum to make it more interesting and accessible than
planning documents usually are. A plain version will be
submitted until no further changes are needed and will
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continue to be available to those who find the graphics
distracting.

Page and paragraph
numbers
Small text
Clear neighbourhood
map in introduction.

Maps
Structure of policies

Not clear
Various including
removal of
recommendations

Evidence and footnotes

Vision and Aim of the
Plan

Unclear what vision is
Not clear what
objectives are
Ref to Core Strategy
Opportunity Areas

Introduction

Phrasing on public
sector growth
Explain plan and status,
and plan period.
Explain Camden’s
planning documents
and other e.g. Plot 10.
Info graphic accuracy.
‘What the Forum
supports’ box clarity.

Phrasing accuracy
Define ‘all parties’ and
relation to
Neighbourhood Plan

The booklet style is designed to be printed at A3 so that
pages are A4 size, or read on screen where you can
enlarge.
The pages are already numbered and paragraphs will be
numbered in plan draft.
See comments above.
There is a map in the introduction. The introduction
comes after the Vision as Forum members want the
vision at the very beginning of the document. STNF will
make all maps available as a separate document / map
book for use where closer scrutiny is needed.
See comment above.
Advice on structuring policies was given by LBC and
Planning Aid in 2014 which was followed. Each Policy is
labelled, describes purpose and there are lists and
references to evidence. STNF members feel that the
recommendations give context. It is noted that other
plans have recommendations in the main body of the
plan (West Hampstead) so STNF would prefer to retain
these.
The footnotes and references all lead to evidence. They
are labelled and sit alongside policies. This approach was
taken following advice to reduce the text of the Plan. The
Plan has to deal with complex development pressures so
there is a lot of supporting evidence. STNF will create a
separate evidence document.
The vision is clearly stated on page 4.
These are not labelled as ‘objectives’, they on page 5
headed Aim of the Plan. These have been made more
explicit and land use related.
The Plan is referencing this. Relabelled with ‘Camden’s’
or ‘The Council’s’.
Language changed to reflect Camden planning
documents.
Amended.
This has been added.
Information added.

Amended where could be misleading, but this is only an
illustration, not evidence.
Not labelled as a policy and on a page headed
Community Investment Programme. The page is about
the relationship between the Plan and the CIP. Therefore
the box refers to what the Forum supports in the CIP.
Amended.
More specific reference for ‘all parties’added. The CIP
relates to the Neighbourhood Plan because it proposes
significant development in the Neighbourhood.
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Plan and project
relationship, and
conformity.

Policy E1

Phrasing.

‘Subject to market
conditions’ and
subsequent points on
viability / inflexibility.
Supporting text

Policy E2

Landowner input and
repeat of council policy

Policy E3

Policy E5

Phrasing and policy
points.
Phrasing and policy
points.
Definitions.

Policy MU1

Clarity.

Policy M1

Conformity, phrasing
and policy points.
Phrasing, structure and
clarity.
Policy intentions.
Conformity.

Policy E4

Policy M2

Policy H1
Policy H2
Policy H3

Policy H4

Evidence, phrasing and
clarity.
Policy viability and
references.
Repeating LBC policies.
Phrasing.
Clarity about intention.
Specifying height limits.
Rewrite required.
1&2 bed homes.

The ‘project’ sentence referred to on Page 12 is selfexplanatory – the Plan contains projects that could be
secured by planning processes – this could be CIL or 106
but not exclusively. The projects section has been
removed from the submission draft.
All the policies in the plan have been checked for
conformity and ‘health checked’ by Planning Aid. This is
referenced in footnotes and evidence.
This had already been amended, apart from Draft Local
Plan quotes. The references to the latter have now been
removed but the policies are still relevant.
In the policy this phrase is followed by a colon and
relates to each bullet point in the policy. Therefore each
policy point is sufficiently flexible to cope with changing /
different conditions.
STNF had been previously advised to take out supporting
text. Text and recommendations have been revised into
supporting text.
The British Library wrote this policy and whilst it
reiterates Camden policy it is a little more explicit about
mixed use potential. The policy is also of value to the
STNP in showing stakeholder involvement. References to
site allocations amended.
Amendments made.
Amendments made.
The policy supports applications for information board
which are related to the projects referenced.
The policy lists what temporary uses should support. The
policy is intended to avoid blight / unused buildings and
land and describes this, so needs to be flexible enough to
be applied to any vacant site.
Amendments made.
Amendments made.
These are described – the policy refers to Plan 5.
The policy guides movement using signage and other
pointers. It does not ban cycles from certain routes or
confine them to others.
Amendments made.
Amendments made.
Local details added.
Amendments made.
Detail added.
This is why it’s a recommendation – previous advice was
to remove from policy.
Policy has been clarified.
According to Camden’s Core Strategy Somers Town is an
area of limited growth not an area for housing
intensification – the NP is being locally specific in this
case. It has been noted that STNF community research
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Policy H5
Policy ENV1

Phrasing and
references.
Phrasing and clarity.

Policy ENV2
Policy ENV3
Policies CCFS1 & CCFS2
Project section.

Details.
Phrasing and facts.
Policy authenticity.
Various.

and evidence behind this policy has recently been used
by LBC to justify its own housing development proposals
for Somers Town.
Amendments made.
Amendments made. Plot 10 reference remains as it fits
with guidance for Local Green Space designations with
existing community buildings.
The policy is self-explanatory.
Amendments made.
Policies consolidated in to one clearer policy.
Noted. Projects section removed from submission draft
to avoid confusion but retained for community version.
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