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SOMERS TOWN NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM RESPONSE TO LB CAMDEN APPLICATION REF :- 2015/2704/P FOR FULL PLANNING PERMISSION AND LISTED
BUILDING CONSENT FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT OF CENTRAL SOMERS TOWN AS FOLLOWS :Demolition of existing buildings and the provision of :-

•
•
•
•

Approximately 2190 sqm replacement school (D1)
Approximately 1765 sqm community facilities (D1)
Approximately 207 sqm of flexible Use Class A1/A2/A3/D1 floorspace
136 residential units (C3) over 7 buildings from 3 to 25 storeys comprising :-

1. Plot 1 : Community uses at ground floor (approx 1554 sqm) to include
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
•

children's nursery and community play facility with 10 residential units above
Plot 2 : Flexible A1/A2/A3/D1 floorspace (approx 137 sqm) with 35 residential
units above
Plot 3 : Extension of Grade II Listed terrace to provide 3 dwellings
Plot 4 : Replacement school
Plot 5 : Replacement Community Hall (approx 211 sqm) with 20 residential
units above.
Plot 6 : 14 residential units
Plot 7 : Flexible A1/A2/A3/D1 floorspace (approx 70 sqm) with 54 residential
units above.

Provision of 11,765 sqm of public open space along with associated highways works
and landscaping

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN (NP) http://somerstownplan.info/
Somers Town Neighbourhood Forum (STNF) is the body constituted and approved by LB
Camden to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan . The current Planning Application lies entirely
within the Neighbourhood Plan boundary.
The Vision and Aim of the Plan is to provide " a framework for a sustainable community
development enabling the existing community to stay and get a slice of the action, through
access to genuinely affordable housing, jobs and training, high quality health and education,
and a cleaner, safer environment." Or , more succinctly, " Avoid being squeezed out : get a
slice of the action." A first draft of the NP , including this Vision, was sent to LB Camden in
December 2014.
In accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, and contrary to para 5.2 of the
Planning Statement (Turley), the Neighbourhood Plan has now been sent to LB Camden. The
relevant Consultation bodies referred to in the Regulations have been consulted. The Plan has
been available for inspection and comment online and at various local community venues. The
6 week time period for representations ended on February 19th 2016.
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The Plan was highly commended by the 2015 Past President of the RTPI : This plan is truly innovative in its approach and it is very different to any other neighbourhood
plan I have ever read. It combines the aspirations and hopes of local residents and local
businesses in an area of London which is one of the most sought after areas for gentrification. It
is under attack from investors wanting to capture potential land values from inappropriate high
rise housing which would drive local people out – just as has happened in other parts of London.
It is hoped that the plan will be adopted and that Camden will use all its powers to implement it
and meet the ambitions of the Neighbourhood Forum to maintain this area for local housing
and local business. The plan itself is beautifully designed, clear and easy to read, stating the
facts and offering some solutions for the community.
1.2 STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF RESPONSE
Each element of this Response is informed by reference to a number of key Policy documents ,
principally :+ NPPF
+ London Plan
+ LB Camden Core Strategy and Development Plan policies , Policies Map.
+ Emerging Neighbourhood Plan
+ Supplementary Planning Guidance, Camden Planning Guidance.
+ Other documents as appropriate
The Response deals with the following Topics in order and as follows :2 Planning Application and the Neighbourhood Plan
2a Basis of STNF Response
3 Overdevelopment
4 Environmental impact
5 Public open space / Green space
6 Housing / Deliverability
7 Jobs and training
8 Community facilities
9 Heritage and Conservation
1.3 VIABILITY ASSESSMENT
The only document accompanying the Planning application which is not publicly accessible is
the Viability Assessment . Although there is total support within the Neighbourhood, for
rebuilding of Edith Neville Primary School and Plot 10 on their existing sites , most of the
remaining elements of the proposed development are far more controversial. There could very
well be a cheaper, better , more deliverable solution to the local needs that the proposed
development purports to meet . But without access to the Viability Assessment, this is
excruciatingly difficult to evaluate. If scarce, valuable public assets are to be sold off to
improve and transform public services, then there is a very strong case for an Open Book
Policy.
2 PLANNING APPLICATION AND THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
The current planning application is the final expression of a Community Investment Programme
(CIP) which LB Camden (LBC) has evolved over several years for Central Somers Town. LBC is a
major landowner and CIP is intended to "improve and transform services by realising assets
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and thus bridging a critical funding gap."
Initially focused on the urgent and locally agreed need to rebuild Edith Neville Primary School
(Plot 4) and a Nursery and Play facility (Plot 1), the scale of proposed new CIP development
grew with each successive round of consultation . Local opposition grew in due proportion.
Although officers did occasionally attend the Forum , partnership working did not , and has not
occurred. It is nearly inevitable that local people will be able to come up with cheaper, better
alternatives than a developer - be they public or private , and STNF views expressed along
these lines, in Key points 23.04.2015 (Appendix 1) were totally ignored.
This was all the more perplexing given that the Forum had suggested a phased way out of the
impasse . In response to widespread community calls for a first phase "do minimum"
investment option (concentrating on the need to rebuild the School and Play Facility on their
existing sites), and, despite a Freedom of Information request, without access to basic project
viability figures, the Forum put forward an alternative first phase CIP development proposal (40
- 50 new housing units). This proposal was assessed by LBC's independent Property and Cost
Consultants who concluded that it "could generate sufficient value to build a new school and
complete the enabling and infrastructure works associated with the new private housing and
school" This was one of many local representations made to the LBC Cabinet Committee
December 16th 2015. The Committee was unyielding and within hours the current planning
application was submitted .
STNF RESPONSE
The current planning application has taken no account whatsoever of any of the
Representations, Recommendations or Policies contained in the submitted Neighbourhood
Plan
It appears to seriously, even deliberately, undermine the Neighbourhood Planning process by
allowing for massive overdevelopment in the pursuit of maximum land and rental values far in
excess of what is really required / would command local support.
The starting gun is all set to fire the overt process of gentrification of Central Somers Town.
Advantage imported : Disadvantage exported
This could be avoided by working with the Forum, considering phasing, local needs cheaper
solutions / options, and , in later phases of the CIP and the Neighbourhood Plan, exploring the
kind of "fresh ideas for housing" set out eg in the Lyon Housing Review 2014.
Clearly, given the enormous investment of unpaid time and effort by very many residents and
other local interests / pride in, and commitment to, the Neighbourhood Plan, this is designed to
confirm cynicism and distrust and cannot possibly enhance the Neighbourhood Planning
process.
2a BASIS OF STNF RESPONSE
Forum members have had to disentangle an obvious conflict of interest : LB Camden are both
the Local Planning Authority and the landowner /developer. A developers investment
programme (be they public or private sector) will legitimately be an exercise, over time, in
maximising capital and rental receipts from assets held. Were this to be the sole determinant
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of how land is developed, then there would be no need for a Local Development Framework.
As far as STNF are aware, the Central Somers Town CIP is being realised as the current Planning
Application and must be assessed against the Plans and Policies adopted by LB Camden for the
very purpose of guiding development within the Borough. It is on this understanding that the
Response has been set out in Sections 3 – 11 below.
3 OVERDEVELOPMENT
Height, mass, bulk and density
The existing building footprint within the development site comprises 2076m2 (mainly the
Primary School and Play Centre) almost all single storey. The proposed building footprint
amounts to 4819 m2, ranging from 4 – 25 storeys. In terms of height, mass , bulk and density
the proposed development dwarfs existing property in Central Somers Town. eg 25 storey
tower (Plot 7) alongside 2 - 4 storey Coopers Lane estate , 6-9 storey block (Plot 2) opposite 3
storey listed frontage in Charrington Street. At 96.5m AOD the tower even dominates the
Francis Crick Institute whose flues rise to 71.78mAOD in height. The serious environmental and
other impacts upon the area and its existing residents are set out in subsequent sections of this
Response.
Unacceptable precedent for future development within this part of the Neighbourhood
Were the proposed development to be permitted, it would set an unacceptable precedent for
future development / redevelopment in this part of the Neighbourhood. Potentially, it is the
"none too thin end of the wedge"
Increased population pressure on public services such as transport and open space
Existing public transport services are already operating at or near full capacity. Although the
Neighbourhood Plan does not support the HS2 project, an additional 12 platforms at Euston
together with the realisation of the Euston, and completion of the Kings Cross Growth Areas,
would seriously overload the transport system.
The proposed development would
unnecessarily exacerbate this problem.
The predicted population increase arising from the proposed new housing will make what
remains of green space so heavily used that more will be required than can be provided by the
developer . (Planning Statement paras 5.30 – 33). In calculating the additional green space
required, the Statement appears oblivious of the opening of the Crick this year with 1500 staff,
plus visitors !
Prejudicial to future growth and master planning in adjoining Growth Areas
Central Somers Town is not in either of the two Growth Areas - Kings Cross immediately
adjoining to the east , or Euston immediately adjoining to the west. Development of the scale
proposed, particularly the 25 storey block on Plot 7, should properly be located in one or other
of these Growth Areas. The fact that it isn't, and the precedent that could be set, is prejudicial
to the future viability of development in both Growth Areas, and overall Master Planning at
regional level eg existing / future "tall building clusters" in both Growth Areas.
Density related to Central Activities Zone (CAZ) or Policy CS4 (Camden Core Strategy)
In justifying the scale and density of the proposed new housing Para 5.8 of the Planning
Statement (Turley) states "The site benefits from PTAL 6b and is within the central area and so
the highest densities would be expected on this site". Later in the same section of the
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Planning Statement, at para 5.40 it is unequivocally stated that "Plot7 is within the Central
Activity Zone".
The proposed use of Plot 7 (market housing linked to a local community investment project)
contrasts dramatically with the international / national profile of the two facilities (Crick and
British Library) immediately to the south of Brill Place, both of which are undeniably, facilities
of CAZ legitimacy, adding value to London as a global city.
In terms of boundary it is our contention that the whole of Central Somers Town is outside the
Central Activity Zone / Central London Area. This is confirmed on the Policies Map and Map1
Key Diagram of the Core Strategy. In terms of Plots 2,5 and 6 , this is explicitly confirmed by
Max Fordham in Section 3.11 (Overheating) of the Sustainability Statement : “ The proposed
site sits outside of the London CAZ and is situated on a green space with vegetation”
The responsibility for detailed local definition of the exact boundaries of the CAZ in London , is
devolved to the Borough Councils. In addressing a fairly recent change in Permitted
Development rights allowing change of use from commercial to residential , LB Camden
successfully sought to exempt the CAZ, and following modification by the Secretary of State,
other parts of the Borough, from such a change. Clearly, under these circumstances, when
drawing that part of the boundary of the CAZ which lies within LB Camden, there can be no
room for doubt or misinterpretation. The following weblink indicates on an OS base map
(September 2014) produced for the purpose, that the CAZ boundary in this part of the
Neighbourhood runs along Brill Place .
https://www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/cms-service/stream/asset/?asset_id=2998969

Following a single Member ( Cabinet - Regeneration, Transport and Planning) decision,
(14.04.2015), the Council agreed (12.05.2015) to proceed with the necessary Article 4 Direction
and this formally came into operation 05.11.2015.
Highly accessible areas
Table 3.2 (Sustainable residential quality density matrix) accompanying London Plan Policy 3.4
makes a very clear distinction between different levels of Public transport accessibility (PTAL)
and Suburban , Urban and Central locations.
Para 1.15 of the Camden Core Strategy states :- “Beyond the Growth Areas there are a number
of other parts of the Borough which are considered suitable locations for significant
development as they are highly accessible by a range of means of transport. These are the
Central London area outside of the Growth Areas, and the town centres of Camden Town,
Finchley Road/ Swiss Cottage, Kilburn High Road, Kentish Town and West Hampstead.”
STNF is convinced the proposed development site is not in a Central or Central London location
as identified for either of these purposes. Furthermore para 3.28 supporting London Plan Policy
3.4 states :“It is not appropriate to apply Table 3.2 mechanistically. Its density ranges for particular
types of location are broad, enabling account to be taken of other factors relevant to
optimising potential – local context, design and transport capacity are particularly important”
Each of these factors is addressed in this Response but we would place greatest emphasis upon
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the following local context .
Area of more limited change
In para 1.18 of the LBC Core Strategy CS1 (Distribution of growth), Somers Town is specifically
identified as a predominantly residential area where smaller scale, more incremental change is
expected to take place. Policy CS4 : Area of more limited change , and paras 4.5 and 4.6 of
the Core Strategy set out very clearly that Somers Town is to benefit from development in the
closely adjoining Growth Areas eg by access to jobs and training , but that, other than in sites
set out in the Camden Site Allocations document, and estate regeneration schemes, the area
will "experience more limited development and change". In the context of Somers Town, para
4.5 explicitly states "Places adjacent to Camdens Growth Areas will be affected by the changes
taking place in those Areas, although they are not expected to experience major development
themselves".
The Neighbourhood Plan fully supports the Policy and approach set out in CS4 and paras 4.5
and 4.6. of the LBC Core Strategy.
STNF RESPONSE
• The proposed development site does not lie within the Central Activities Zone /
Central London Area.
• The proposed development site is not identified as a site for major development in the
LBC Site Allocations document.
• The proposed development is almost entirely located on Public Open Space and is
therefore not an estate regeneration scheme.
• The proposed development, per se and as a precedent, is prejudicial (at Borough and
Regional level) to the Viability and Master Planning of the adjoining Growth Areas
• The proposed development would set an unacceptable precedent for further high
density development / redevelopment in this part of Somers Town (the none too thin
end of the wedge).
• In line with Policy CS4, an alternative first phase CIP development option requiring no
more than 50 new residential units could, in the words of LBC's own Property and Cost
Consultants, " generate sufficient value to build a new school and the enabling and
infrastructure works associated with the new private housing and the school."
• The proposal under - provides on green space and over - provides on users of an
already heavily overloaded transport system.
• The proposed development represents massive and unnecessary overdevelopment
inflicting unacceptable environmental and social impact upon adjoining residents and
others. It would radically change the character of central Somers Town.
• The Planning application represents a major, high density development in an Area of
more limited growth. It is contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS4 , and the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan. It is a major departure and should be refused planning
permission.
Further grounds of objection are set out in subsequent sections of this Response
4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Construction impact
Somers Town is a Neighbourhood fronting the inner city ring road, closely adjoined by two
Growth Areas and currently subjected to proposals for HS2 at Euston ( consolidation of Maria
Fidelis Upper and Lower Schools, haul routes, utility works, traffic diversions, noise, dust,
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pollution etc) and Crossrail2 in tunnel. Residents in Coopers Lane, Phoenix Court etc have had
to live with construction of the CTRL deck extension and the Thameslink box for many years
(noise, dust, nightime working, closure of Midland Road for 4 years etc). Construction of the
Crick is still not finished.
Construction of the proposed development will effectively create a phased series of building
sites striking to the very heart of the Neighbourhood at Chalton Street.
STNF RESPONSE : OBJECT *
However well managed , when added to the simultaneous HS2 Construction
programme principally affecting the western / north western sides of the
Neighbourhood, virtually the whole of Somers Town could be forced to endure yet
more years of daytime / night time working, lorry movements in / out, mud, dust,
noise, traffic diversions , footpath / cycle route diversions / closures etc. This is
particularly unacceptable because of :> The unusually high number of schools in the area ( Nursery / Infant , Primary and two
Secondary Schools (Regents High and Maria Fidelis) at the very heart of Somers Town) .
> The economic, health and mobility characteristics of existing residents – many in
poor health , high dependence on walking .
> Equally unacceptable impact upon visitors and those working in the area.
> Significant risk to Community Safety.
Archaeology
NPPF para 128 : “ Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the
potential to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, Local Planning Authorities
should require developers to submit an appropriate desk based assessment and, where
necessary, a field evaluation.
STNF RESPONSE
Applicant should provide an archaeological assessment, since St Pancras is an Archaeological
Priority Area.
GENERAL COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
With the exception of the new school site , development of every Plot in the proposed
development would be on regular sized areas of Public Open Space adjoined by low – medium
density housing , Regents High School and the Francis Crick Institute. In terms of layout and
volume of new development therefore, there is no logical reason why new buildings should be
deliberately designed / located to occasion significant environmental impact upon adjoining
residential property or, as in the case of Plot 5 , relying on the presence of an existing tree to
provide summer screening. But they have been .......
Loss of daylight and sunlight . (STNF highlighting)
Para 1.3 of the Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Report accompanying the application
makes it clear that general BRE guidelines have not been met and alternative target values
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have been applied “more suitable for an urban location” and (relying on para 6.5 of Camden's
Planning Guidance), the “special circumstances of the site” (?)
In line with its advocacy of the “highest densities”, Para 5.74 of the Planning Statement appears
to consider this situation acceptable :- “ The application is supported by a Daylight, Sunlight
and Overshadowing Report which demonstrates that although in some areas the general BRE
guidelines criteria are not met, where this is the case, adequate to good levels of daylight and
sunlight will generally remain when taking into account the urban context” .
Even on the adopted sub standard basis of assessment, some residents will lose nearly all their
daylight in some rooms, more will lose over at least 50% of their daylight.
The Planning Statement seeks to justify the very close proximity of Plots 5 and 6 to existing
housing on Hampden Close and Coopers Lane as - “ this type of relationship is not unusual in a
high density, central London location such as this .”
In fact three bedroom windows in Plot 5 overlook the back gardens to terraced housing on
Hampden Close . ”An existing 17m tree between the windows and the gardens will provide
summer screening. Furthermore , bedrooms are generally not occupied during the daytime ,
when the gardens will be in use.”
Six windows (comprising 4 bedroom windows and two secondary living space windows) are
located 12m from the rear facade of terraced housing in Coopers Lane”. Heavy reliance is
placed upon the use of obscured glazing, tree planting to provide summer screening and
bedrooms not being occupied during the daytime .
The unnecessary and extreme relationship of the proposed new flats to existing 2 storey
housing in Coopers Lane is dramatically illustrated on Duggan Morris Architects Drawings for
Plot 5 – see Drawing Nos P201 and P204, and for Plot 6 - see Drawing Nos P201 and P302. It is
not surprising therefore, that when standard BRE design guidelines are applied :* 13 – 19 Coopers Lane appear to show a drastic reduction of natural daylight where, out of a
total 20 , 15 suffer a loss of Vertical Sky component (VSC) of more than the 20% guideline. Also
, 16 windows with an existing favourable VSC, show a critical drop, far below the BRE Good
Practice parameter.
* 21 -27 Coopers Lane appear to show a drastic reduction of natural daylight where, out of a
total 22 windows , 20 suffer a loss of VSC of more than the 20% guideline. Also 20 windows
with an existing favourable position, show a similar critical drop in VSC .
* 29 – 35 Coopers Lane appear to show a drastic reduction of natural daylight where, out of a
total 20 windows , all 20 suffer a loss of VSC of more than the 20% guideline. Also, 20 windows
with an existing favourable position, show a critical drop in VSC.
* 8 gardens in Coopers Lane appear to lose more than 50% of their existing daylight
* 4 units at 117 St Anthony's Flats appear likely to enjoy only 3% Annual Probable Sunlight
Hours (APSH) over the winter, when compared to the 5% guideline
* 30% of the proposed new “Community Garden” appears to receive less than 2 hours of
direct light at 21st March
Overlooking / Loss of privacy
Remarkably , no reference is made in the Planning Statement to the looming presence of the
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proposed 25 storey tower block allowing a birds eye view of virtually every footpath and
private garden in Coopers Lane Estate, and beyond.
Due to the largely glazed facade and relatively open plan nature of parts of the Crick ,
residents living in the proposed tower opposite should have an unexpectedly direct view into
the Institute itself.
Overshadowing (Master Plan – Design and Access Statement Section 4.24)
Due to substantial overshadowing from the 25 storey tower , it is possible that up to 50% of
Purchese Street Park will receive less than 2 hours of direct light at 22nd March.
Overall environmental impact
The London Plan 7.6 (Architecture) point B d states :“Buildings and structures should not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding
land and buildings, particularly residential buildings, in relation to privacy, overshadowing, wind
and microclimate. This is particularly important for tall buildings”.
STNF RESPONSE : OBJECT * The development of a 25 storey tower on Plot 7 will cause unacceptable harm to the amenity
of surrounding land (park) and buildings. It is contrary to the London Plan 7.6 (Architecture)
point B d .
* The development will seriously reduce amenities of adjoining residents and users of
Purchese Street Park. As such it is contrary to LBC Development Plan Policy 26 and should be
refused planning permission.
* The proposed development is being carried out largely on a school site and Public Open
Space in an Area of more limited growth. There is no reason why BRE Guidelines should not be
fully met.
Wind and microclimate permeability
Para 5.81 of the Planning Statement notes that “ appropriate mitigation measures “ will be
required if the wind and microclimate around the / created by the Brill Place tower is to
achieve a measure of comfort for “proposed activities”. The proposed landscaping will create
calm conditions throughout the site.
The location of the tower is at the main entry point from the east into / out of Somers Town . It
is in the immediate vicinity of the entrance to the Crick, St Pancras CTRL and Coopers Lane
Estate. Midland Road is already becoming an “urban canyon” at this point. A high volume of
pedestrians and cyclists of all ages and stages of health / mobility can be expected to use this
pinchpoint on a daily basis. Brill Place is part of a London wide Healthy Walking network .

STNF RESPONSE : OBJECT * Object to development of 25 storey tower on Plot 7. There is no reason to deliberately create
a potentially unpleasant even dangerous wind tunnel / microclimate at a pinchpoint of
maximum pedestrian usage, particularly for residents and visitors to Coopers Lane Estate, the
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rebuilt Primary School, and close to the entrance to the Crick Institute , a facility of
international importance.
* Instead of enhancing permeability, the potential microclimate created by the proposed
tower and the introduction of a ground floor commercial use (servicing and general activity)
reduces permeability and is in broad conflict with London Plan 7.6 (Architecture) Paras 7.21 –
7.23 and London Plan 7.7 (location and design of large and tall buildings) point C g
* Object to landscaping measures affecting Purchese Street Park solely required to create a
“shield /calm conditions” throughout the site.
Air Quality : Loss of trees : Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
South Somers Town (close to the Euston Road) is one of the most polluted places in Britain,
exceeding EU environmental standards on a daily basis. Within the site area, adjoining the CTRL
Deck extension and the Francis Crick Institute, air quality on Brill Place also exceeds
environmental standards. Indeed, the air quality is such that each apartment in the Brill Place
tower will need its own mechanical ventilation unit to purify the air. It may be that LB Camden
have recently received funding from TfL to explore how to improve the very poor air quality in
Somers Town . NO2 and particulate matter are major causes of illness in Somers Town.
Trees and green spaces contribute to the dispersal and absorption of air pollutants. Studies
have shown that planting , such as street trees in street canyons, can reduce street level
concentrations by as much as 40% for NO2 and 60% for particulate matter .
See http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es300826w
The proposed development involves major development over several years on two out of the
three significant areas of Public Open Space in Somers Town . In the process, 44 mature and
semi mature trees, including 3 Category A trees are to be removed. Another 45 trees in 5
groups were also identified for removal in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment. In addition,
there are a further 10 trees, including fruit trees, in the Community Garden that were not
counted. In total, at least 99 trees are scheduled for removal. They are to be replaced by an
ever – changing but smaller number of semi – mature, feathered, muti stem and pleached
species, many situated in areas of restricted daylight and sunlight.
PPG : EIA - Screening Schedule 2 projects states :“In certain cases, local designations which are not included in the definition of “sensitive
areas”, but which are nonetheless environmentally sensitive, may also be relevant in
determining whether an assessment is required. In considering the sensitivity of a particular
location, regard should also be had to whether any national or internationally agreed
environmental standards (e.g. air quality) are already being approached or exceeded”.
Development Policy 32 , para 32.4 The Council will take into account impact on air quality when
assessing development proposals. Regard will be paid to Camden’s Air Quality Action Plan and
to Cleaning London's Air: The Mayor's Air Quality Strategy. Where development could
potentially cause significant harm to air quality, we require an air quality assessment
STNF RESPONSE : Although the current application falls just below the threshold of 150 new
housing units, the development site is environmentally sensitive . The submission of an Air
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Quality Assessment by the applicant indicates how important these concerns are. However, in
view of the very serious levels of air pollution already existing in this area, STNF considers that
there is a strong case for an Environmental Impact Assessment to be submitted .
5 PUBLIC OPEN SPACE / SOFT – HARD LANDSCAPE / REPLACEMENT OPEN SPACE
Public Open Space
In the Camden Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study update June 2014 (Atkins) Somers
Town as existing, is identified in Table 5.4 as deficient in public parks and would require the
addition of one pocket park of 2ha to make good this deficiency . Most residents have no
garden and access to open spaces outside the Neighbourhood is limited by relative ill health
and poverty. This makes Purchese Street Park and Polygon Road Open Space doubly valuable
to local people (see STNF Housing and Open Spaces survey – Appendix 2)
Open Space is protected at National , Regional and Borough level :1 NPPF paras 73 and 74 : “Existing open space should not be built on unless an assessment has
been undertaken which has clearly shown that the open space is surplus to requirements” (nb
PPG 7) To our knowledge no such assessment has been presented by LB Camden.
NPPF paras 76 – 78 : Local communities through Local and Neighbourhood Plans should be
able to identify for special protection green areas of particular importance to them. By
designating land as Local Green Space, local communities will be able to rule out new
development other than in very special circumstances. The submitted Neighbourhood Plan
seeks such designation for both Purchese Street Park and Polygon Road Open Space.
NPPF Para 114 requires a strategic approach to consideration of, and planning for, Green
Infrastructure (GI) (see 3 below)
2 London Plan 7.18 : B Planning decisions : The loss of protected open spaces must be
resisted unless equivalent or better quality provision is made within the local catchments area.
Replacement of one type of open space with another is unacceptable unless an up to date
needs assessment shows that this would be appropriate. (no such Needs Assessment has
been submitted) . Urban greening is a key element of the much broader Climate change
Adaptation Strategy which encourages the use of planting, green roofs and walls and soft
landscape.
3 Kings Cross and St Pancras Green Infrastructure Audit 2013 was funded by the GLA and
prepared by Land Use Consultants . Both Purchese Street park and Polygon Road open space
are identified on Figure 2.4 of the Audit and feature prominently in Figure 3.1 “Green links”, 3.2
“London cycle network” and are specifically referred to under Parks and Open Space as key
“nodes for recreation and relaxation”
4 LB Camden CS15 commits the Council to protect and improve Camdens parks and open
spaces. Para 15.5 states : “Camden’s parks and open spaces are important to the borough in
terms of health, sport, recreation and play, the economy, culture, biodiversity, providing a
pleasant outlook and providing breaks in the built up area. They also help to reduce flood risk
by retaining rain water and some are used for growing food. Camden’s growth will increase the
demand for our open spaces so it is important that we protect our existing parks and open
spaces” .
LB Camden DP 31 and paras 31.3 and 31.6 make it clear that planning permission will only be
granted for proposed developments which, as with the current application, will lead to an
increased use of public open space, if an appropriate contribution to the supply of open space
is made. Priority will be given to the provision of publicly accessible open space. The Council
will apply a standard 9m2 per person when assessing the appropriate contributions to open
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space from residential developments . After calculating what this might mean for the proposed
development, Para 5.30 of the Planning Statement concludes “This results in a requirement of
2059.7m2 of new open space as a result of the development. Given the built up, urban
location of the proposed development it is not possible to meet this requirement.”
Replacement of one type of open space with another
Character of Open Space : soft / hard landscaping
Purchese Street Park , Polygon Road Open Space and St Pancras Gardens are the three strategic
elements of open space in the Neighbourhood. All three are designated Open Space on the LBC
Policies Map.
In Neighbourhood Planning terms, these three spaces provide significantly different, and
invaluable, outdoor recreational and environmental experiences for residents and visitors alike
:
1 Purchese Street : “ A pleasant, leafy park, with good tree cover and plenty of shade”.
“A mature woodland landscape which .... feels like a place of retreat from the city” .
(Both quotes from LBC Consultant appraisals)
2 Polygon Road : An outdoor community hub , a meeting point , a more active play
area , contributing to community cohesion and development
3 St Pancras Gardens : An area of wildlife , nature conservation , and historic interest
of Borough / Regional importance . An important link to Camley Street, the canal ,
University of the Arts etc.
This clear and separate distinction is totally lost in the development proposal :“Polygon Road and Purchese Street Open Spaces will be linked to form one Park”
In Public Open Space terms, the Forum completely agrees with the Consultants views set out
in sub para 1 above . Purchese Street Park needs relatively little extra money spent on it and
this was an integral part of the cheaper, better, solution submitted to Cabinet in December
2015. Without access to the Viability Assessment , it is not possible to ascertain the cost of
developing the proposed park, and unwinding that into reducing the need for such high density
housing while still replacing Edith Neville Primary School and Plot 10 on their existing sites.
Not only will the clear distinction between the two open spaces be lost, but the character,
particularly of Purchese Street Park, will be utterly transformed. Please see Plan 1 below
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•
•
•

•

Existing public grass / soft landscape = 6556 m2 approx (not including Coopers Lane
Community Garden)
Proposed public grass / soft landscape = 4680 m2 approx (not including proposed
“Community Garden”)
Net loss of public grass / soft landscape = 1876 m2 . Given that the applicant
maintains that there is no loss of Public Open Space (see Plans 2 and 3 Existing /
Proposed Public Open Space) , this suggests that in the proposed park, there is a net
gain in hard landscaping of 1876m2.
Plot 10 is currently private open space. As proposed it will be rebuilt below a MUGA.
This, together with Plots 1,2,5,6,7 means an open, airy, green heart of immense value
to residents (most of whom live in flats), school children, and others, will be replaced
by hard landscaping / City - centre style urban development.

Plan 2

Plan 3

It is clear from comparison of Plans 2 and 3 that whereas the existing designated Public Open
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Space (Plan 2) takes the form of solid blocks of land, quite a significant amount of the
proposed open space constitutes “land left over after planning” / screening to avoid
overlooking of existing houses.
If any single paragraph sums up the complete transformation in character that is proposed for
Purchese Street Park, then it has to be para 4.7 CST Master Plan : Design and Access
Statement :“ The Master Plan seeks to maintain the existing woodland character by locating new homes
on the perimeter of the park . The generous route through the landscape passes the entrances
to each of the new buildings bringing activity across the course of the day.” (STNF addition :
these are Plots 5,6 and 7 – a 25 storey block of luxury flats with ground floor commercial use
adjoined by “ new hard public realm “ ! )
This route together with similar ones at Polygon Road eg immediately south of Plots 1 and 2,
will, at the very least, serve emergency and service vehicles, maintenance, home deliveries,
drop off and collect, as well as creating immense temptation for speeding cyclists.
No longer will the character of Purchese Street Open Space be a mature woodland landscape
which feels like a place of retreat from the city. Instead it will have become an extension of
the Central Activities Zone : yet another part of the hard, active, urban landscape designed for
a certain property market , in large measure to support and maintain the kind of land and
rental values that the current proposal needs to be viable.
Community Garden
Due, in part , to its integral connection to the Tenants Hall, the unacceptable demolition and
replacement of the Coopers Lane Estate Community Garden is dealt with under Section 8 (
Community facilities ) below.
STNF RESPONSE – OBJECT
* No assessment has been provided by LB Camden which has clearly shown that existing open
space is surplus to requirements
* Purchese Street Park is the only park in Somers Town. Loss of access to it over several years
is unacceptable. As is its complete transformation from “a mature woodland landscape which
feels like a place of retreat from the City” to the kind of overly designed urban landscape
crises crossed with vehicular routes etc that one is increasingly finding in the City.
* Instead of concentrating upon hard landscaping, the proposed development should retain
at least the existing amount of open green space, ideally more, as soft landscaping, publicly
usable, and publicly managed, Urban greening is a key element of the much broader Climate
Change Adaptation Strategy which encourages the use of planting and soft landscape.
Somers Town is already deficient in public parks (one pocket park needed) :* The proposal fails to make good this deficiency
* The proposal fails to deliver adequate replacement open space – some of which is simply
“land left over after planning” and some of which is screening to avoid overlooking of
adjoining properties.
* The proposal fails to deliver 2060m2 of additional open space required as a result of
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increased population pressure from the proposed new housing.
* The proposals fails to recognise need for additional open space arising from imminent
opening of the Crick with 1500 staff as well as visitors.
* The distinctive and separately different character of Polygon Road Open Space and
Purchese Street Park has been lost as the two have been linked together to form a single new
park. Two green neighbourhood open spaces, serving completely different functions, have
been turned into a single urban corridor , with far more hard landscaping, less green/soft
landscaping, and introducing Central London style activity / image eg associated with
commercial activity on ground floors of Plots 2 and 7 (tower block of luxury apartments).
* The proposal is contrary to LB Camden Policies CS 15 and DP31 and should be refused.

6 HOUSING
6.1 Policy context
Housing is the priority land use in the LB Camden Core Strategy , and so it is in Somers Town.
But as Sections 1.1 and 2 above make clear, the Neighbourhood is between a rock
(gentrification / speculation) and a hard place (lack of genuinely affordable housing) . The
following Policies and Papers have provided a measure of Policy Context to what is an
extremely complex subject:• NPPF Core Planning principles , Section 6 and Annex 2 Glossary
Ministerial foreword :“Sustainable development is about change for the better, and not only in our built
environment”.
para 17 Amongst Core planning principles are :* be genuinely plan led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct
local and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area
* always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing
and future occupants of land and buildings.`
Section 6 : Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes.
Section 7 : Good design.
Annex 2 : Glossary : Affordable housing = Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate
housing provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is
determined with regard to local incomes and local house prices.
Social rented housing is owned by Local Authorities and private registered providers for which
guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime
Affordable rented housing is let by Local Authorities and or private registered providers to
households who are eligible for social rented housing. Affordable rent is subject to rent
controls that require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market rent
• London Plan Policies 3.10 – 3.12 . / LB Camden + 8 other Boroughs : Housing Policies
9 Boroughs , including LB Camden challenged the Mayor of London's Plan revisions in 2014 on
the grounds that they should be able to set %age of social rent in their Plans . They had
previously received advice from Nathalie Lieven QC in July 2012 along the following lines :“The Boroughs’ position, as outlined in a number of documents that I have seen, is that if the
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Mayor’s approach is taken then a large proportion of the housing provided as “affordable
housing” would not actually be affordable at all because of the very great differential in
much of London between market rent levels and average income levels. Therefore the
Mayor’s approach, which is set out in the REMA and through his objections, will fail to meet
the actual need for affordable housing.
It seems to me that the most reasonable way to interpret this policy in the London context, is
to examine rents and housing markets at a Borough level, and perhaps even lower, rather
than trying to set a London wide rent level. It is very well known that there are wide
disparities in house prices across London, and that affordability levels will therefore vary. I do
not think the NPPF supports an approach of analysing the markets and rent levels across
London, rather than allowing individual boroughs to determine AR levels in their own areas.”
However when the challenge came before Mrs Justice Lang DBE on 25th March 2014 at the
High Court of Justice , Queens Bench division , the case was dismissed .
http://www.landmarkchambers.co.uk/userfiles/documents/resources/LB_Islington_Ors_v_May
or_of_London_Judgment.pdf
Among the many findings by Mrs Justice Lang :“The points made by the Claimants on, for example, land values, the difficulty of persuading
developers to accept lower rents, and the uneven distribution of affordable rented housing
across London, are reasons for disagreeing with his strategy, not grounds for finding the
strategy unlawful.”
Accordingly LB Camden Development Plans have to comply with the following London Plan
policies :London Plan Policy 3.8 on “ Housing choice” encourages a choice of housing based on local
needs, while affordable housing is stated as a strategic priority.
London Plan Policy 3.10 on ‘Affordable Housing’, paragraph 3.61 provides: “ .. Affordable Rent
is subject to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80% of local market rent ... In
practice, the rent required will vary for each scheme with levels set by agreement between
developers, providers and the Mayor through his housing investment function. In respect of
individual schemes not funded by the Mayor, the London boroughs will take the lead in
conjunction with relevant stakeholders, including the Mayor as appropriate, but in all cases
particular regard should be had to the availability of resources, the need to maximise
provision and the principles set out in policies 3.11 and 3.12.”
London Plan Policy 3.11 advises that the Mayor, boroughs and other relevant agencies
and partners should seek to “maximise affordable housing provision” to deliver 13,200 more
affordable homes per year in London. 60% of affordable housing provision should be for social
and affordable rent and 40% for intermediate rent or sale. Boroughs should set targets for
different types of affordable housing, in absolute or percentage terms, reflecting strategic and
local needs, targets and priorities
London Plan Policy 3.12 advises that boroughs should seek the maximum reasonable amount
of affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mixed used
schemes. Paragraph 3.71 sets out the key role which boroughs play, together with registered
providers, in delivering affordable housing at affordable rents on a scheme-by-scheme basis:
“In estimating provision from private residential or mixed use developments, boroughs should
take into account economic viability and the most effective use of private and public
investment, including the use of developer contributions. To expedite the planning process,
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developers should engage with a registered provider prior to progressing the scheme and
secure from them a commitment to provision. In doing so, they should require the provider to
identify the resources it is bringing to the scheme and to demonstrate that the proposed
affordable housing provision make optimum use of the resources applied in terms of Policy
3.12 and provides the range of affordable rents indicating in the London Housing Strategy.
Boroughs should evaluate these appraisals rigorously, drawing on the GLA development
control toolkit and other independent assessments. Boroughs are encouraged to review
and bring forward surplus land in their ownership to maximise their contribution to
affordable housing provision, including the provision of land to registered providers on a
nil cost or discounted basis.”
Camden Policy CS6
The Council will aim to secure high quality affordable housing available for Camden
households that are unable to access market housing by:
f) seeking to ensure that 50% of the borough-wide target for additional self-contained homes
is provided as affordable housing;
g) seeking to negotiate a contribution from specific proposals on the basis of:
- the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing under the specific
circumstances of the site, including the financial viability of the development,
- an affordable housing target of 50% of the total addition to housing floorspace, and
- guidelines of 60% social rented housing and 40% intermediate affordable housing;
The Council will aim to minimise social polarisation and create mixed and inclusive
communities across Camden by:
j) seeking a diverse range of housing products in the market and affordable sectors to
provide a range of homes accessible across the spectrum of household incomes;
l) seeking a variety of housing types suitable for different groups, including families, people
with mobility difficulties, older people, homeless people and vulnerable people; and
m) giving priority to development that provides affordable housing and housing for vulnerable
people.
LB Camden Development Plan Policies DP2 – 8 :DP2. Making full use of Camden’s capacity for housing
DP3. Contributions to the supply of affordable housing
DP4. Minimising the loss of affordable homes
DP5. Homes of different sizes
DP6. Lifetime homes and wheelchair housing
DP7: Sheltered housing and care homes for older people
DP8: Accommodation for homeless people and vulnerable people
DP26 : Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours
•

House of Commons Briefing Paper by Wendy Wilson : Rent setting : Social housing (
England) October 2015 Contains Parliamentary information licensed under the Open
Parliament Licence v3.0.

The provision of affordable housing has not been made any easier following the end of efforts
via HRA (?)to converge rents between LAs and HA's, and the Chancellors decision in summer
Budget of 2015 to cut Housing Benefit resulting in providers of both social and affordable
rented housing having to base their rents on Consumer Price Index minus 1% rather than the
CPI + 1% which was anticipated ie less income coming in to provide affordable housing. The
National Housing Federation has estimated that :-
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“the reduction will result in a loss of almost £3.85bn in rental income over the four years.
Simply dividing this by the average build cost in the 2011-15 programme of £141,000, suggests
that at least 27,000 new affordable homes won’t be built as a result of the change “
Around 1.2 million tenants not in receipt of Housing Benefit in the social rented sector are
expected to benefit by £700 pa. although some may, in due course, be required to pay near
market rents if they earn £40,000pa or more in London.

• Other sources consulted include :* London Housing Issues : Paper prepared by Jim Monahan March 2015 for “Fresh ideas for
London housing Seminar hosted by Keir Starmer MP . September 2015
* The Guardian newspaper
6.2 THE CURRENT APPLICATION PROPOSES :MARKET HOUSING (Plots 2, 3, 7)
42 (1 bed ) 44 ( 2 bed ) 6 ( 3 bed )

= TOTAL 92 UNITS

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ( Plots 1 , 5 , 6 )
13 ( 1 bed ) 23 ( 2 bed ) 8 ( 3 bed )

= TOTAL 44 UNITS

6.3 MARKET HOUSING
Plots 7, 2 and 3 would introduce some 92 units of market housing deep into the heart of
Somers Town . Both Plots 2 and 7 are visually intrusive, with commercial activity and a
correspondingly hard urban edge / park at ground floor. Camden is increasingly home to the
“uber wealthy”. See Guardian 30.01.2016 :“There has been a dramatic rise in overseas buyers of London property since 2007, according
to the researchers. In 2011 alone, they accounted for more than £5bn worth of housing sales.
The global uber-wealthy are concentrated in Kensington and Chelsea, Westminster and
Camden” .
http://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2016/jan/30/luxury-london-homes-86msocial-housing
Councillor Sarah Hayward in the Guardian on the 4th Aug 2014:“ Camden’s housing market is one of the most extreme in the country. The average cost of a
house is £700,000. This would require a household income of about £175,000 to get a
mortgage. Average weekly rent for a two-bed flat is £440, requiring an annual income of
about £70,000. Even Boris Johnson’s so-called affordable rents, at 80% of the market rate,
need an income of £50,000. Average earnings in Camden (2013) are £33,000. Something has
to give”.
Average household income in Somers Town is well below the Camden average.
According to Foxtons the average private rent today in Camden is £695 per week ( just about
£2800 per month) with a range from £300-£1800 ie cheapest is £1200 per month. Average for
a 2 bed is £579 per week (£2316 per month and for 3 bed is £985 ( just short of £4k per
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month http://www.foxtons.co.uk/living-in/camden/rentals/ And the average house price
according to Foxton's is £900k : 2 bed is £814k and 3 bed is just over £1m.
Whether the in coming occupants of the proposed Market housing are “uber wealthy” or not
(and given the proximity to CTRL, some almost certainly will be,) STNF are of the opinion that
the current proposal will heighten social polarisation , and boost gentrification of this already
vulnerable Neighbourhood , Based on evidence from similar developments in similar locations
elsewhere, market flats may well be bought off plan and left empty as investment holdings.
In terms of lifestyle and affluence it is hard to see how community cohesion and sustainable
community development can be anything other than seriously undermined.
Without access to the Viability Statement, it is hard to be certain , but 92 market units at an
average £900,000 = £82,800,000, looks to be very much more than enough to cover the cost
of rebuilding Edith Neville Primary School , Plot 10 and St Aloysius Nursery. NB LB Camden is
the landowner as well as the applicant
6.4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING : DELIVERABILITY
This is all the more so when it is apparent that not only will nothing like 50% affordable
housing be provided, (in fact it is 32.5% approx) but that Para 3.6 from 16.12.2015 LB Camden
Cabinet Committee Meeting states :"It is financially challenging to provide affordable homes within the scope of the project . This
is because of the large investment in community benefits including the new school , open
space, and community facilities, and because the scheme has to be self funding . The
affordable housing strategy has focussed on providing social rented units at target rents in
order to be affordable to local people. The self funded scheme would provide a minimum of
10 units of social rented housing.
Para 3.7 commits funding from the Affordable Housing Fund (AHF) to ensure provision of the
remaining 34 units. (is this compatible with the scheme being self funding ? Does it comply
with London Plan ? Is it viable/deliverable ?).
Given the dismissal at the High Court of LB Camden's desire to set their own %age of social
rent in their own Plans, how affordable will the new housing units be ?
Any failure to deliver the 44 units of affordable housing should be substantiated by
publication of the Financial Viability Appraisal (nb LB Greenwich , LB Islington)
What does appear obvious is that the costs of providing a complete makeover of both
Purchese Street Park and Polygon Road Open Space , to ensure successful marketing and sale
of units in Plots 2 and 7, will have serious implications for the provision of affordable housing .
Unlikely as it may seem, the applicants appear unaware that the Council has a commitment
from HS2 to turn Phoenix Road / Brill Place into a linear park between Euston and St Pancras.
They are to spend £3 million between that and North Gower St. TfL also want Phoenix Road /
Brill Place changed and have included upgrading Purchese Street Park in their plans. The Crick
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gave £74,000 s106 to do up the Park. Thus not only is some money available for streetscape
and Park improvements from other sources but,the equivalent should, simplistically, also be
available for transfer to delivery of genuinely affordable housing . There is little evidence that
the proposed development has taken any real account of HS2 / TfL intentions in this area
eg.serious prospect of wind / microclimate problems on Brill Place created by proposed tower
on Plot 7.
But in fact , in the words of Cllr Hayward “something has to give” . STNF and experts as wide
ranging as contributors to the Lyon Report on Housing, and identified in the House of
Commons Briefing Paper , all agree that certainly in London, the existing processes of and
vehicles for delivering genuinely affordable housing have failed . It is for this reason , that
STNF put forward a first phase CIP development option in the first place.
STNF RESPONSE
• The development represents a kind of trojan horse - advantage imported :
disadvantage exported . This is completely contrary to the Vision contained in the
submitted Neighbourhood Plan
• STNF strongly recommends a phased delivery of the Community Investment
Programme in Somers Town. This will allow for fresh ideas to emerge in terms of the
process and delivery of affordable housing in London. Eg freeing up Housing
Associations , Community Land Trusts .
• However, as currently submitted, it is perfectly conceivable that we could end up with
92 units of luxury flats (a few admittedly, wheelchair accessible) , 10 units of social
rented housing, a City Park and two highly intrusive residential blocks (Plots 2 and 7)
that brings the CAZ effectively to Chalton Street.
• The proposed provision of Affordable housing includes very few three bed or larger
homes. This should be rectified - either through additional affordable housing or some
reduction in the proposed provision of 2 bed units. There are lots of big families in
social housing in Somers Town.(Concealed households / overcrowding). If Somers
Town residents are to get priority in the new housing, the homes should meet local
needs.
• Public access to the Viability Assessment is essential . This is a sheme using scarce
public assets to provide public facilities ! Without it , it is not possible to ascertain the
costs , benefits , yield on investment, and unwinding that into reducing the need for
such high density housing while still replacing Edith Neville Primary School and Plot 10
on their existing sites.
• Without it and the relationship of different funding sources over time eg s106, CIL,
AHF, Crick and HS2 / TfL funding, it is difficult to assess the deliverability of crucial
community benefits such as affordable housing and public open space Nevertheless :• The development is in breach of aspects of London Plan policies 3.8, 3.10, 3.11 and
3.12. as confirmed in High Court , Queens Bench decision of March 2014.
• The development is clearly in breach of LBC CS6 f,g,j,l and m.
• Any failure to deliver the 44 units of affordable housing should be substantiated by
publication of the Financial Viability Appraisal (nb LB Greenwich , LB Islington)
7 JOBS AND TRAINING
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STNF RESPONSE :• In whatever form the development eventually takes place , STNF is committed to
ensuring that local people and businesses get “a slice of the action” through :1. Direct employment opportunities eg via the Job Hub
2. Training eg sponsorship of local apprenticeships, access / information / education
at local secondary, adult education and other venues such as New Horizons.
3. Local supply and purchasing . Somers Town is home to a wide range of local
businesses . STNF would particularly wish to see prioritisation of small and
medium sized enterprises
4. Application of Equal Opportunities and Equalities legislation
8 COMMUNITY AND CULTURAL FACILITIES
Plot 1 – Community uses at ground floor (St Aloysius Nursery and Plot 10 ) with 10 residential
units and MUGA above
STNF RESPONSE :• The designs for both elements – particularly the new play areas – appear excellent
and STNF strongly supports the rebuilding and upgrading of both facilities . They are
immensely useful to the existing community and represent valuable social capital.
•

•

There does appear to be something of a “silo mentality” , given the simultaneous , if
not earlier, completion (2018) of HS2 required consolidation of Maria Fidelis Lower
and Upper Schools on the existing Upper School site nearby on Phoenix Road
combined with Site Allocation No 13 - Police Depot site on Drummond Crescent
immediately to the south. This very large development site is immediately adjoined
by St Aloysius Infants and Primary School . Recently displayed plans also indicate that
a MUGA is to be provided as part of the comprehensive development.
Somers Town already has a lot of MUGAs/pitches for hire. Along with that proposed
for Maria Fidelis, Regents High have 3 ? with a full size football pitch once the Nursery
has moved. Edith Neville PS. will have one. All will be competing against each other for
bookings. All are often booked after school and closed during school holidays. The
Planned MUGA at Plot 1 is there to provide outdoor space for St Aloysius school
during the day and the play centre after school and during holidays. It will not be
affordable or accessible for casual use residents. Somers Town families and children
will be losing a pitch on Brill Place and will not have free useful access to the Plot 1
MUGA or Edith Neville pitches.

Plot 4 – Edith Neville Primary School
The new Primary School has been designed as a School and Childrens Centre. It has now lost
its Childrens Centre status. As a result , the proposed new school area is 13% greater than the
target area ie it is a massive 1FE Primary School that will cost much more to build and run than
a conventional 1FE Primary School. This is money and / or floorspace that could / should be
given over to the provision of affordable (eg Key Worker - teachers) / market housing within
the School site (see Section 6 above) - thereby reducing the need for seriously intrusive
development of the kind proposed on Plots 7,6,5, and 2 .
To assist the funding of the new school building , the STNF alternative first phase CIP
development option proposed the construction of residential units above what is now
proposed as the Main Entrance to the new school. (Drawing No ENPS 176 – A101). Quite
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apart from the funding advantages, STNF felt that the addition would allow for “eyes on the
street” at this particularly critical intersection of vehicular and pedestrian movement / main
entrance , as well as assisting in orientation for visitors to the school. At the time objections
were raised by Officers and others that to do so would preclude upward expansion of
classrooms from ground to first floor level thereby prejudicing possible future expansion from
1FE to 2FE. Drawing Nos ENPS 176 – A101 and 102 together with Cross sections eg ENPS 176
– A221 make it abundantly clear that this could still be achieved :1. Surprisingly 5 of the 7 classrooms are already located at first floor level.
2. At ground floor level, extensive open areas appear to be provided for walk – through
Display and Gallery space. These lead off generous Entry Lobby and Foyer areas – both
of which might benefit from display and other material.
3. More economical layout of the walk through area could allow for at least one ,
possibly two classrooms to be accommodated at ground floor level
4. The outdoor pitches / play space are provided with only two toilets beside an external
store area under stairs leading up to first floor level . The bulk of the toilets and
showers are at ground floor level across the foyer and entrance lobby from the
outdoor playspace and downstairs from the majority of classrooms. Some
rationalisation of facilities in this area close to the main entrance (which is not the
Pupil entrance) could be achieved.
5. Unlike most of the terraces at first floor level, the large terraced area at the top of the
stairs leading down to the outdoor pitch / play spaces is not allocated for a specific
purpose. It is more than large enough to accommodate a classroom, thereby, in
combination with economies / improvements suggested in 1-4 above, releasing
space above the Main Entrance for residential development.
Edith Neville Primary School could well be one of the very few schools in the immediate area
without a residential component :1. Proposed St Aloysius Nursery with 10 units above (Plot 1)
2. Kings Cross Academy / Frank Barnes Deaf School, with 14 storeys / 252 market flats
above (Plimsoll Building – part of Kings Cross Central)
3. St Mary / St Pancras with 150 units of student accommodation above
4. Development Brief for Site Allocation Site 13 allows for both school and residential
development .
This is particularly unfortunate, given the dire predictions for delivery of genuinely affordable
housing in the foreseeable future. (see Section 6 above)
STNF RESPONSE :• STNF strongly support the rebuilding of Edith Neville Primary School on its existing
site.
• STNF would encourage a limited measure of redesign . There are potential
improvements that can be made in the proposed layout at ground and first floor levels
that could free up floorspace at first floor level for other purposes
• STNF consider there are advantages in providing for a relatively small , but valuable
element of housing (eg including for Key Workers such as teachers) above the School
Main Entrance, without prejudicing any future move from 1FE to 2FE. These
advantages include :-
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1. Provision of housing / contribution to funding
2. Eyes on street at a critical point in Central Somers Town
3. Orientation for visitors
Plots 5 and 6 : Coopers Lane Tenants Hall and Community Garden
• Camden Community Strategy theme A connected Camden community
where people lead active, healthy lives, which seeks to encourage a greater sense of
community. Camden’s community facilities provide people with opportunities to meet,
learn, socialise and develop skills and interests and, by doing this, help improve their
quality of life.
• CS10 - Supporting community facilities and services
f) support the retention and enhancement of existing community, leisure and cultural
facilities
Reference in para 3.31 of the Planning Statement to the “Community Hall” being in need of
“significant enhancement” is completely wrong . In fact the existing Tenants Hall is modern,
fully equipped, disabled accessible and provides a very attractive and well managed asset for
tenants and residents of Coopers Lane Estate. When weather permits it can be opened out
directly onto the Community Garden which is an equally attractive, useful and well managed
asset . The The Tenants Hall is famous as it was the venue for the only successful Public
Inquiry ever held into breaches of construction practice by CTRL contractors amongst the
many conducted all along the route to Folkestone.
Each estate holds allegiance to its own people, place or courtyard and the few facilities such
as Tenants Halls and often tiny greening projects found there. This is the very finest grain of
community development and social cohesion. Neighbours can meet and get to know each
other in safety, comfort, and at no, or affordable cost. Coopers Lane is no different and is
rightly proud of both their Hall and Garden.
Both are to be demolished ! The Hall is to be replaced on the lower ground floor of Plot 5 and
a new Community Garden is to be created on land adjoining. The overbearing relationship of
the proposed new flats to existing 2 storey housing in Coopers Lane is illustrated on Duggan
Morris Architects Drawings for Plot 5 – see Drawing Nos P201 and P204, and for Plot 6 - see
Drawing Nos P201 and P302. When standard BRE guidelines are applied, it would appear that
30% of the proposed new “Community Garden” would receive less than 2 hours of direct light
at 21st March.
Equally important, the very fine grain of local control and usage is likely to be lost or
undermined as the developer envisages much wider public access of both facilities. There are
grave concerns about security eg of gardeners and their equipment as a result. It may even
come to Coopers Lane TRA having to book their own Hall !
STNF RESPONSE :- OBJECT
• The existing Tenants Hall and Community Garden are more than fit for purpose and
should be retained . To replace both would be an unnecessary and cavalier use of
public money.
• Any enhancement can only be with the agreement of, and under the control of , the
existing local Management Committee
• The proposed development is contrary to the basic objectives set out in the
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•

Community Strategy
The proposed development is contrary to Policy CS10 f.

9 HERITAGE AND CONSERVATION
Heritage assets are protected at national, regional and borough level :1 NPPF para 17 : one of the 12 Core Principles of Sustainable Development :“Conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be
enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations”.
NPPF para 58 :- Planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that developments ....
respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and
materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation
NPPF para 133 :- Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to, or total loss
of significanceof, a designated heritage asset, Local Planning Authorities should refuse consent
2 London Plan 7.8 point c :- Development affecting heritage assets and their settings should
conserve their significance , by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and
architectural detail.
St Pancras Station (Grade 1 Listed) Sir Giles Gilbert Scott 1868 ?
Within the King’s Cross Conservation Area and to the southeast of the site, St Pancras and
King’s Cross stations form a major heritage resource. According to the Area Statement,
4.2.36 The two stations, both grade I listed, form a part of our architectural and historical
heritage and are of national importance; they form a national set piece. They are the most
dominant elements of this area in terms of scale and use. With their wide train shed roof
spans, they are also examples of technological virtuosity. Together with the Great Northern
Hotel, this group reflects the power of the Railway age and is of notable historic value. It is
the most important group of railway buildings in Britain. The extension of St Pancras train
shed using new technology is in keeping with the tradition of that of the railway stations.
Views of the stations and associated buildings have been protected and improved over recent
years, and it is clear that the 25-storey tower (plot 7) should not intrude into this set piece.
STNF RESPONSE :• The key view (view 9) in the Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment was
not taken from the corner of Birkenhead Street and Euston Road as stated. This view
needs to be re-provided.
• STNF supports Historic England, the Victorian Society, Kings Cross Conservation Area
Advisory Committee, Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee and
Camden Civic Society in calling for “kinetic views” to see where the tower appears as
one moves around the conservation area and beyond. In particular, we would like to
see where, if at all, the tower appears above the Barlow shed when moving along the
south side of the Euston Road. There are important views of St Pancras from St
Pancras Gardens (Sir John Soane monument) and Pentonville Road that should also be
tested.
• The British Library has recently been listed grade I. We are concerned that the tower
may appear above the library from the south side of Euston Road, altering the roofline
of the library, and would like to be assured that this is not the case.
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•

There are several ways of providing “kinetic views”, some more accessible than
others. STNF supports the idea of a blimp being flown on site to show the maximum
height of the plot 7 tower. A series of Zmapping walks around the area, exported as
movie files and uploaded onto the forum website, would be another way of
demonstrating the impact of the building to residents, but it could be a more costly
exercise

Extensions to a Grade 1 Listed building would not be granted planning permission unless they
were of equivalent architectural quality and merit. Two such extensions are the extension to
the hotel on the Midland Road elevation , and the CTRL deck extension . We deal next with
the impact upon the deck extension.
CTRL Deck extension . Sir Norman Foster / Alastair Lansley 2006?
The masterplan for the extension to St Pancras was originally created by Sir Norman Foster,
and subsequently developed by RLE’s Chief Architect Alistair Lansley. The extension has been
awarded the RIBA London and English Heritage Award for a Building in an Historic Context.
Sir Norman Foster is an architect of world renown , famous in London for the astonishing roof
to the inner court of the British Library, and for the “Gherkin” office block in the City of
London. The CTRL St Pancras Deck extension is one of relatively few other works of his in
London.
The extension to the Barlow Shed, is characterised by a seemingly simple mathematically
based, elegant and functional solution to a formidable architectural problem : how to relate
and tie the horizontal deck to the world famous single span arch ? Originally , the roof to the
deck was louvred and, when opened, would allow passengers alighting from CTRL trains to
look up and see the arch in outline. The highest design quality is reserved for the brief but
critical treatment of the transitional linking element of the horizontal roof to the vertical
single span arch . The deck extension is characteristically cool , restrained, and at ground floor
level, supremely functional (as indeed, was the original Sir Giles Gilbert Scott building). In both
elevation and materials used, the Deck extension provides a coherent and modest
compliment to the ornate grandeur of the original. To some extent this is also the case with
the building of the Francis Crick Institute.
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STNF RESPONSE :
The proposed 25 storey tower block on Plot 7, conflicts with London Plan policy 7.8 point c)
and should be refused for the following reasons :• It would obliterate views of critical sections of the Deck extension in views from the
west , both long distance (eg from Primrose Hill) and immediate eg from Purchese
Street Park and Brill Place.
• It would unnecessarily intrude into views of the Deck extension from both west and
east (KIngs Cross Central)
• It would introduce a vertical architectural element which , far from complementing
the essential restraint of the horizontal Deck extension, seeks to announce its very
presence in terms of height , profile, elevational treatment and materials used.
• Given that this is already achieved in the original Victorian gothic red brick
structure, the proposed tower further detracts from the achievement : instead of it
being a marriage of two ; inappropriately, the marriage becomes one of three, and
architectural harmony and ease inevitably suffers.
• This appreciation is only now possible in local views from the west
• The tower would set an unacceptable precedent. Not only does it not pay respect
to its historical context but it goes out of its way to intrude into an award winning
marriage of architectural styles.
PLOT 2 : 8/6 Storey block of 35 residential units above 137m2 commercial / D1 Floorspace.
Opposite 3 storey listed frontage of terraced housing in Charrington Street
The 8/6 storey block would occupy a very prominent central position in what is currently an
open airy location dominated by playspace of various kinds , and overlooked by a listed 3
storey terrace on Charrington Street , being the western edge of
Conservation Area.
The proposed building would be visually intrusive, standing virtually alone surrounded by
predominantly playspace. It would not relate satisfactorily or logically to either the listed
terrace opposite it , or the 2 storey development of Plot1 (including another MUGA) beside it.
The proposal includes twice the flexible A1-3 / D1 ground floorspace as that proposed at Plot
7 (the tower). A1 = Shops, and other commercial activities including Sandwich bars and
internet cafes. A2 = Financial and professional services including Estate Agents. A3 =
Restaurants and cafes. Putting viability to one side, were the range and size of units indicated
all let, the character of the whole area, including the adjoining Conservation Area would be
utterly transformed. Commercial deliveries, nighttime noise and litter could well be a serious
problem Both the LB Camden Core Strategy and the submitted Neighbourhood Plan seek to
protect and enhance Chalton Street as the Neighbourhood Centre
STNF RESPONSE :- REFUSE • The development would seriously detract from the character of the adjoining
Conservation Area due to :
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1. The proposed development is unsympathetic to the form, scale, materials and
architectural detail of the listed 3 storey terrace opposite.
2. Unnecessarily prominent, and visually intrusive 8-6 storey building occupying a place
of high visibility from , and out of scale with, surrounding 2 – 3 storey development
and playspace of various kinds.
3. The Conservation Area is a quiet residential area, its character is likely to be seriously
diminished by the proposed large area of commercial floorspace . This could well lead
to
much increased traffic through and adjoining the Conservation Area, as well as a reduction in
daytime and night time amenity.
• Community Safety concerns : Introduction of large volume of commercial units
and traffic (services / deliveries etc) into a generally quiet residential / educational
/ recreational area, with many children of all ages (St Aloysius, Edith Neville,
Regents High) close by,
• The site is not designated for commercial development
• The proposed Commercial development is arbitrary, would set a dangerous
precedent, and would detract from the commercial viability of the designated
Neighbourhood Centre at Chalton Street.

Note: The 3D images illustrated here is study purpose only. The tower building is designed by dRMM ARCHITECTS.
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