Regulation 22(1)(c)
Consultation Statement

Introduction

The London Borough of Camden is in the process of preparing a new Local Plan.
The new Camden Local Plan sets out the Council’s vision for future development in
Camden over the next 15 years to 2041 and includes the planning policies and site
allocations to help achieve this.

This Consultation Statement summarises the public consultation and engagement
that was undertaken on the draft Camden Local Plan (Regulation 18 Stage) in 2024
and has been produced in accordance with Regulation 22 (1(c)) of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which states that a
consultation statement must be produced to show:

e Which bodies and persons were invited to make representations under
Regulation 18;

e How these bodies and persons were invited to make such representations;

e A summary of the main issues raised by the representations;

e How those main issues have been addressed in the Local Plan; and

e The number of representations submitted at Regulation 19 stage and a summary
of the main issues raised. [The statement will be updated to include this on
completion of the Regulation 19 Consultation]

The purpose of this statement is also to demonstrate that consultation on the draft
Camden Local Plan has been undertaken in accordance both with the relevant
Regulations and the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement, which sets out
how the community can be involved in the preparation of local planning policy
documents and decisions on planning applications. The current adopted SCI can be
viewed on the Council’'s website Other planning policy and guidance - Camden
Council

A consultation statement was also published alongside the Regulation 18 Draft
Camden Local Plan, setting out the consultation and engagement that had been
undertaken to inform the development of the draft new Camden Local Plan. This
consultation statement should be read alongside this document and can be viewed
on the Council’s website — Previous consultations - Camden Council



https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/previous-consultations

Consultation on the Regulation 18 Draft
Camden Local Plan

The draft new Camden Local Plan was published for consultation and engagement
for a period of 8 weeks from 17 January to 13 March 2024, to enable residents,
businesses, community groups, landowners and other key stakeholders to share
their views on the Plan’s policies and approach.

The Plan was available to view online on the planning pages of the Council’s
website, and on ‘we are Camden’ the Council’s consultation hub. We also created an
interactive version of the draft Local Plan on commonplace to aid accessibility Have
Your Say Today - Draft New Camden Local Plan - Commonplace Responses were
invited via the commonplace site, by email and by letter.

A hard copy of the draft Local Plan was also available to view in all Camden’s
libraries and this was advertised on our website and on the promotional material we
sent out.

The consultation on the draft new Local Plan was widely advertised through the
following channels:

¢ An email sent to our consultation database (895 contacts), neighbourhood forums
and Members. We also asked other services to email their contacts;

¢ An email sent out by commonplace to everyone who has signed up to be notified
about Camden consultations (4,000 people);

e We are Camden consultation page;

e Planning policy webpages and a news article on the Council’s website;
e The Council’s social media platforms, including Facebook and Twitter;
e Posters sent to libraries and community centres to display;

e A press release was sent to local newspapers, which resulted in an article in the
Ham and High;

e An advert in the Ham and High and Camden New Journal,

e A short article about the engagement included in the January business
newsletter, VAC newsletter, libraries newsletter, friends of Camden’s parks
newsletter; and climate action newsletter;

e Development Management email alerts; and an

e Atrticle in our Planning Policy Newsletter.

A list of the ‘specific consultation bodies’ we consulted with (as stipulated by the
Regulations) and the ‘general bodies’ we consulted with are set out in Appendix 1 of


https://newcamdenlocalplan.commonplace.is/
https://newcamdenlocalplan.commonplace.is/

this report. Details of consultation undertaken with statutory bodies is also set out in
the Council’s Duty to Co-operate Statement.

As part of the engagement on the draft new Local Plan we also held a number of
meetings, including:

Three online public engagement sessions held on the 1 February, 7 February
and 13 February 2024, to give residents the opportunity to find out more about
the Plan and ask questions;

A workshop with d/Deaf and disabled residents and representative groups held
on the 7 March 2024, to discuss what more the Plan could do to better meet their
needs;

A workshop with students from Regent’s High School held on the 31 January
2024, to get their perspective on the policy approach in the Plan and find out how
they would like Camden to change in the future; and

A workshop with the Camden Developer Working Group.

In total we received over 2,350 comments from 245 respondents. 125 respondents
commented through commonplace and 120 via email. Over the consultation period,
there were also over 5,000 visits to the commonplace site.

A wide range of responses were received to the consultation, with the chapters that
generated the most comments overall being:

The South Area and Central Area chapters, including site allocations;
Climate Change;
Design; and

Housing.

Summary of Consultation Responses

A summary of the consultation responses received and the Council’s response to
these is set out by chapter below.

General Comments on the Plan

In total 92 general comments have been made on the Plan. Of these, 50
representations were received via commonplace and 42 representations were
received via email.

Responses were received from the following consultees:

MOD Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Natural England



Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee

NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit

e NHS Property Services

MOD Safeguarding Infrastructure

London Property Alliance

Home Builders Federation

e Bedford Estates

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum

Tarmac Trading Ltd

Lendlease and Euston owners

Sport England

University College London (UCL)

Canal and River Trust

Covent Garden Community Association

British Museum
Historic England
Highgate Society
Members of the public

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Welcome the opportunity
to review the draft local
plan. No further
comments at this stage.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Natural England have no
comments to make on the
draft Local Plan for
Camden Council.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

There is concern that
there are inconsistencies
within the plan,
particularly with regards
to heritage. Heritage-led
developments have
previously been
successfully carried out in
Camden to the benefit of
residents, visitors,
businesses and
developers. The clarity of
heritage policy and
cooperative working of
Council and communities
should be maintained not

Comment noted. Specific
comments are addressed
in relevant sections.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

weakened in facing the
challenges of our times.

With regards to the site
allocations, for residential
schemes over fifty
dwellings the following
wording is suggested
under ‘Infrastructure
Requirements’.
“Applicants will be
required to liaise with the
NHS early in the design
process to identify the
mitigation required in
particular circumstances”.

We propose to update the
supporting text of Policy
SC1 Improving health and
wellbeing to state that
“...we will also expect
applicants to liaise with
NHS partners early on in
the design process to
identify what mitigation is
required in particular
circumstances.” Given
the Plan should be read
as a whole, we do not
consider it necessary to
insert this wording into
every relevant site
allocation.

Change proposed.

NHSPS requests health
infrastructure be clearly
identified in as essential
infrastructure, with an
expectation that
developers will be
obligated to meet the cost
of healthcare
infrastructure made
necessary by the
development. Significant
housing growth must be
met with appropriate
funding for health and
care services to mitigate
direct impacts (both for
major schemes and
cumulative impacts of
smaller schemes.

Draft policy SC1
(Improving Health and
Wellbeing) part B vi
specifically requires
development to support
the provision of new or
improved health facilities
in line with NHS
requirements.

No change proposed.

Emphasis on the
importance of managed
implementation so that
healthcare infrastructure
is delivered alongside
new development.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

The NHS, Council and
other partners must work
together to forecast the

Comment noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

health infrastructure and
related delivery costs
required to support the
projected growth and
development across the
Local Plan area.

The Local Plan should
include specific details of
the process for calculating
developer contributions to
health infrastructure to
ensure the assessment is
robust and in line with
NHS requirements.

The Plan states that the
Council and NHS partners
will use the NHS London
Healthy Urban
Development Units
Planning Contributions
Model to assess the
health service
requirements and cost
impacts of new residential
developments. We are
also proposing to update
the Plan to state that
“...we will also expect
applicants to liaise with
NHS partners early on in
the design process to
identify what mitigation is
required in particular
circumstances.” Given
this no additional wording
is considered necessary.

No change proposed.

The Council should
engage with the NHS and
integrated care board
(ICB) as part of preparing
the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP) regarding the
process for determining
the appropriate form of
contribution towards
healthcare provision.
Demand should be
assessed and existing
capacity should be
understood in order to
direct healthcare
provision effectively.

The Council has engaged
with the ICB when
preparing the
infrastructure schedule in
Appendix 1 of the draft
Plan and will continue to
engage with the ICB
when preparing the
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP) to be
published alongside the
next version of the Plan.

No change proposed.

Healthcare providers
should have flexibility in
determining the most

The Council have secured
both onsite health
infrastructure and

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

appropriate form of
healthcare provision,
including requirements for
new facilities where
demand is such. It should
be emphasised that the
NHS and its partners will
need to work with the
Council in the formulation
of appropriate mitigation
measures.

financial contributions
from relevant
developments, and will
continue to engage with
the NHS regarding
provision on appropriate
schemes.

The area covered by the
Camden Local Plan
contains and is washed
over by MOD
safeguarding zones that
are designated to
preserve the operation
and capability of RAF
Northolt.

The Council have
reviewed the
safeguarding zones and
consider the draft plan to
be in accordance with the
MOD requirements.

No change proposed.

A reminder to developers
of the statutory
requirement to consult the
MOD on development
that triggers the criteria
set out in safeguarding
plans and constraints that
might be applied to
development.

It has been confirmed that
the development
management service
holds up-to date records
regarding the MOD
safeguarding zone
constraints.

No change proposed.

Local Plans should refer
to MOD safeguarding
zones and/ or provide
developers with indicators
of limitations.

It is not considered
necessary to refer to the
safeguarding zone within
the Local Plan, as it only
affects a small proportion
of the borough. If planning
applications come forward
that are within the
safeguarding zone then
this will be flagged as a
planning constraint and
dealt with through the
planning application
process.

No change proposed.

There is general support
for seeking to deliver on
“We Make Camden’s”
ambitions and strategic

The draft Plan has been
subject to a viability study
to ensure its policies can
be delivered. Policies are

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

objectives for
development. However,
there is concern that draft
local plan policies and
obligations are layered as
such that there is limited
flexibility to enable
achievement of the We
Make Camden vision.

applied with appropriate
flexibility and
consideration of viability
on a case-by-case basis.

It is noted that a new
London (regional) plan is
due to be adopted within
the life of this draft local
plan, and with this in
mind, policies should
support higher levels of
housing delivery.

The next London Plan will
set updated housing
targets for all boroughs,
as noted in the comment.
This will allocate London’s
housing need across the
boroughs based on an
assessment of their
capacity to deliver homes.
The draft Local Plan
seeks to optimise housing
supply taking account of
the capacity and
availability of
development sites in the
borough.

No change proposed.

The Plan should
acknowledge and make
reference to possible
future Local Development
Orders (LDOs) and Local
Listed Building Consent
Orders (LLBCOs), with
potential to assist delivery
of key Council objectives,
e.g.) sustainability and
energy efficiency,
accessibility and works to
listed buildings, to mutual
benefit of landowners and
Council.

The Council has no
current plans to introduce
LDOs or LLBCOs. Any
future decision on this
would be taken separately
to the preparation of the
Local Plan.

No change proposed.

The neighbouring Royal
Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea introduced
LLBCO:s relating to solar
panels and double
glazing. These
mechanisms can be

As the comment notes,
any future decision on
LDOs or LLBCOs would
be taken separately to the
preparation of the Local
Plan. The Council has no
current plans to introduce

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

introduced separately to
the Local Plan process,
however it is considered
that reference should be
made to their potential.

LDOs or LLBCOs and a
reference to them in the
plan is not considered
necessary.

General support.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

There is concerns that the
draft plan documents are
very detailed, technical
and lengthy which may be
daunting to the general
public. Consultation
would have benefitted
from having questions or
options to choose from
and an easy read version
should be available.

By their nature local plans
need to contain a certain
level of detailed content,
which we acknowledge
can by daunting for the
general reader. Therefore
in addition to the Plan
itself we set up a
consultation website
using ‘commonplace’ to
help to engage
consultees and
encourage wider input.

No change proposed.

The Draft Local Plan is
noted to overlap with the
policies within Dartmouth
Park Neighbourhood
Plan. However the DPNP
has a specific policy
requirement for good
design, and it is implied
the Draft Local Plan
should include a
consolidated policy for
design.

The new draft Local Plan
has a dedicated design
policy - D1 - Achieving
Excellent Design, which is
part of the Design and
Heritage chapter.

No change proposed.

The evidence base used
in the preparation of the
draft plan should include
links to neighbourhood
plans.

We propose to update our
website to include a link
to the neighbourhood
planning pages of the
website from the evidence
page. As all existing
neighbourhood plans
have been taken into
consideration in the
preparation of the Plan.

Change proposed.

It is noted that the Council
have consulted on the
draft local plan as per the

Comment noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Council’'s Statement of
Community Involvement.
However it should also be
recognised that members
of the general public
being consulted must
balance their own
commitments with any
desire to respond to local
plan consultations.
Absence of response
does not equate to
support for proposed
policies.

The King’s Cross
Concrete Plant is of
strategic importance to
the delivery of housing
and new office space
targets. Whilst the draft
plan makes reference to
King’s Cross Concrete
Plant in non-policy
paragraphs, there is no
mineral infrastructure
safeguarding proposed in
policy terms.

Suggestion for additional
policy: it is considered
“that the draft plan should
add policy protection for
mineral sites, particularly
trackside and rail linked
ones such as Kings
Cross, and place greater
emphasis on the
importance of such sites
being crucial to
supporting the delivery of
ambitious development
targets.” (To be in line
with London Plan policy
S| 10 ‘Aggregates’).

The Local Plan Policies
Map designates the
concrete plant at King’s
Cross as an Aggregate
Safeguarding Site,
although this is not
mentioned in the Draft
Plan. We propose to add
a reference to this
protection in policy S1 -
South Area.

Change proposed

Support for the Local Plan
review with effective and
up to date policies.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

The Local Plan should
adopt a flexible approach
to largescale mixed use
masterplans, e.g.) Euston
Masterplan. The Local
Plan should reflect the
viability challenges.

Para 15.37 of the draft
Plan highlights the
importance of sensitivity
and flexibility with regards
to the implementation of
policies, but also the need
to avoid uncertainty to
deliver Camden’s vision
and objectives. The
council’s approach to
delivering development at
Euston shall be set out in
detail in the EAP rather
than the Local Plan.

No change proposed.

It is noted that the Euston
Area Plan is also being
updated, and that this
draft Local Plan has not
considered development
sites which sit within the
EAP boundary.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

There is concern that the
Local Plan and the
Euston Area Plan need to
ensure consistency to
avoid unintended
consequences for the
delivery of masterplans.

The Council will seek to
ensure that the Local Plan
and Euston Area Plan are
consistent and compatible
and that cumulative
impacts are considered.

No change proposed.

There is limited detail
regarding the scale of
opportunities at Euston.
Opportunities at Euston
should be more explicitly
referenced due to its
critical importance.

We propose to update the
Plan to include a policy
for the Euston Area.

Change proposed.

To note that, as stated in
the NPPF; sport facilities
should be protected
unless they are surplus to
current or future needs,
replaced or lost to another
sport facility the benefits
of which outweighs the
harm caused by the loss.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

New housing generates
demand for sports
facilities. Where existing

Draft Local Plan policy
SC2 (Social and
Community Infrastructure)

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

facilities do not have
capacity, policies should
be applied to secure new
or improved facilities
through planning
obligations or CIL.

states that the Council will
seek planning obligations
to secure contributions
towards new and
improved facilities and
services to mitigate the
impacts of development.

There is concern that the
site allocations (except
N2, Mansfield Bowling
Club) do not identify any
locations for new sports/
community facilities. As
per comments on SC3,
the Council’s evidence
base in this regard needs
to be updated.

The site allocation
policies for the O2, Regis
Road and the Murphy site
include requirements for
the provision of new or
improvement of existing
community facilities
(which would include
sports facilities). On other
sites, given their size and
location, it is likely that
where required, a
contribution will be sought
to the improvement of
existing sports facilities in
line with Policy SC2
Social and Community
Infrastructure, rather than
seeking provision on-site.
The Infrastructure
Delivery Plan identifies
where new sports
provision is planned in
Camden over the Plan
period.

No change proposed.

To note that the proposals
map referenced at para
11.6 regarding 4 new
SINCs does not appear to
be available. The Council
should provide this map
and label clearly.

An updated Policies Map
will be published as part
of the Reg 19 consultation
on the proposed
submission version of the
Local Plan.

No change proposed

Summary of key aspects
of the plan on which UCL
wish to comment: 1
Support of educational
uses. 2 Support for
student accommodation.
3 Consideration of tall

Comment noted.
Responses to detailed
comments are included
under the relevant
chapter.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

buildings policy. 4
Consideration of site
allocations. 5 Importance
of sustainability.

The Trust owns and
manages the Regent’s
Canal and its towpath,
which is 6! busiest
recorded on the national
network in 2023. Itis an
important resource for
visitors and residents.
The Trust would welcome
reference to the Canal
and River Trust being
owner and guardian in the
Local Plan document, as
well as a signpost for
proposed waterside
developers to benefit from
free pre-app advice:
https://canalrivertrust.org.
uk/specialist-
teams/planning-and-
design/our-statutory-
consultee-role/what-were-
interested-in/pre-
application-advice

There is a section on the
Regents Canal in the
supporting text to Policy

NE1 Natural Environment.

We propose to update the
supporting text to state...
Developments that come
forward in proximity to the
Regents Canal should
consult with the Canal
and Rivers Trust at an
early stage in the
planning application
process.

Change proposed

To note the need for
effective enforcement of
consents and planning
conditions. A huge sense
of unfairness is felt by the
local community when
developers treat law,
policy and conditions
imposed with contempt
and without sanction from
the Council. If conditions
cannot be enforced,
consent should be
refused.

In accordance with para
55 of the NPPF, planning
conditions must be
necessary, relevant,
enforceable, precise and
reasonable. The Council
will only impose
conditions which meet
these requirements. The
Local Plan does not cover
the matter of
enforcement, however we
have shared this
comment with the
council’s Planning
Enforcement Team.

No change proposed.

Noting the importance of
the Museum locally,
nationally and

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

internationally; with
expectations to address
challenges faced with
regards to sustainability of
the Bloomsbury Estate
and gallery display
spaces, and the work
ongoing with the council
relating to the Bloomsbury
Visions development.

The BM is broadly
supportive of the
emerging draft objectives
and principles coming out
of the vision.

Potential impacts of
building heights on
heritage assets should be
given meaningful
consideration during
assessment of suitable
capacity. Further advice
can be found at:

e The Setting of
Heritage Assets
historicengland.org.uk

e The Historic
Environment and Site
Allocations in Local
Plans
historicengland.org.uk

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

General support for
details relating to heritage
assets potentially affected
by developments within
site allocations, however
it is also suggested to
include reference to any
relevant conservation
area appraisal.

Where site allocations fall
within a conservation
area, these are identified
within the site allocation
policy. It is therefore not
considered necessary to
also include a reference
to the relevant
conservation area
appraisal or management
plan.

No change proposed.

There is much to
welcome in the draft
document with regard to
the management of
potential impacts on

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

heritage of the borough.
(Particularly; the strategic
objective on page 16,
related DS1 part Ai), and
broad thrust of policy D5.
Further comments are
provided). Nevertheless,
there are certain areas of
the draft Plan that we
consider could be further
strengthened and clarified
in order to achieve the
positive strategy for the
historic environment as
required by the NPPF.

There is much to
welcome in the draft plan
and its focus on high
quality design.
Nevertheless, given the
concentration of heritage
and historic character
across the borough, we
consider there could be a
greater alignment with the
NPPF in its approach to
the historic environment —
a term that is largely
absent within the
consultation document.
Greater emphasis on
heritage significance in
key sections of the plan
would help ensure
appropriate consideration
of potential impacts. For
example, we would
suggest that reference to
heritage significance
should be made in
policies DS1 (Delivering
Healthy and Sustainable
Development) and D1
(Achieving Design
Excellence) in order to set
the tone that its
conservation is one of the

We propose to amend the
plan to make greater
reference to the historic
environment and heritage
significance in response
to these comments, to
ensure our approach to
the historic environment is
in line with the NPPF.

Change required.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

key objectives of the draft
Plan. Similarly, cross-
references to the
importance of considering
impacts on the historic
environment could be
made within other policies
with potential implications
— for example CC2, D3
and D4 all of which could
have significant effects.

There is concern for
treatment of Highgate as
half a village given its
position astride two local
authority boundaries.
Both Camden and
Haringey should liaise on
issues relating to the
whole of Highgate Village.

The Council have
engaged with Haringey
planners during the
preparation of the draft
local plan. Both Camden
and Haringey have
adopted the Highgate
Neighbourhood Plan,
prepared by the
community, which sets
out planning policy for the
Highgate area across LPA
boundaries. Any other
engagement is outside of
the scope of the local
plan, however the council
shall continue to work
with neighbouring
boroughs where
appropriate.

No change proposed.

Suggestion for specific
policy on ‘Community
Consultation’ to
emphasise the
importance of pre-
application engagement
with the local community
in accordance with para
137 of the NPPF
regarding early
discussions between
interested parties and
stakeholders.

The Council’s Statement
of Community
Involvement sets out how
we will consult with the
community on planning
issues: Other planning
policy and guidance -
Camden Council

In addition, new draft
Local Plan paragraphs
12.9 - 12.11 set out the
Council’s expectation that
applicants engage with
local communities on the
design of schemes.

No change proposed.



https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Concern for apparent lack
of transparency around
conservation committees
with a suggestion that; All
conservation committees
should post online details
of their meetings (time,
location) and notes from
their meetings.
Committee members
should be publicly listed
and there should be term
limits on how long a
committee member can
remain. The process for
electing committee
members should be made
public.

The Council’s Statement
of Community
Involvement sets out how
we will consult with the
community on planning
issues: Other planning
policy and guidance -
Camden Council

The operation of CAACs
is not a matter for the
Local Plan. However, this
comment has been
passed to colleagues in
the DM service who are in
the process of updating
the terms of reference for
CAAC:s in the borough.

No change proposed.

Concern that planning
approvals are sometimes
based on the action of
others, with a suggestion
that Planning permission
(whether in a
conservation area or not)
should be based on the
suitability of the individual
application and not
conditional on other
property owners making
the same decision at the
same time.

Policy D4 sets out the
Councils approach to
extensions and alterations
to existing buildings. It
supports residents to alter
and extend their own
homes subject to meeting
the criteria set out in the

policy.

In some circumstances
extensions and alterations
can be undertaken
without needing to apply
for planning permission
however, as they are
considered to be
‘permitted development’
under national planning
rules.

Where an application is
required, each application
is assessed on a case-by-
case basis.

No change proposed.

Reference should be
made to the challenge

Tourism is addressed in
the introductory section
‘The Challenges We

No change proposed.



https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo
https://www.camden.gov.uk/planning-guidance#xqpo

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

posed by mass tourism:
Camden Lock/ Market

Face’ as well as
elsewhere in the
document. It is noted
within the plan that
visitors require
appropriate management
to ensure that there is no
harmful impact on local
residents. This includes
siting visitor
accommodation in
suitable locations. The
Council has also recently
adopted an Evening and
Night-time Economy
Strategy developed in
conjunction with the
citizen’s assembly of
residents, visitors,
workers and businesses.

There are opportunities
for biodiversity
improvements in Central
Camden and Camden
Square. Camden Square
LTN should be made
permanent with public
realm improvements and
greening.

Comment noted. This
comment has been
passed on to colleagues
in the council’s transport
team.

No change proposed.

Broad support for the
local plan.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

Close the streets around
Camden Lock to traffic.

The Council has recently
consulted on proposals to
create a motor traffic free
section of Camden High
Street.

No change proposed.

Very laudable indeed.
Let’s hope all objectives
are met.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

Consider introducing
“Free Towns” where local
people provide key
services: housing,
education, safety, waste
disposal, transport and

This is not a matter for the
local plan.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

health - within the context
of national and global
perspectives. So not
parochial, but genuinely
promoting local
democracy, so that |
know who is delivering
services for me and can
see them operating or
meet them easily. This is
aiming to renew our
democratic (which is
chronically oligarchic)
from the roots-up.

Kilburn High Road seems
to have been ignored.
This is one of the most
important centres and
should be made more
attractive for pedestrians.

Camden, Brent and
Westminster councils are
working together to make
Kilburn Town Centre a
more enjoyable area to
walk, cycle and shop and
have recently consulted
on proposals to achieve
this. Kilburn High Road is
a designated town centre
in the Local Plan and is
covered by policy IE6
(Supporting town Centres
and High Streets) and
policy W1 (West
Camden).

No change proposed.

Kilburn High Road is a
historic area that you
have ignored. It has a
rich cultural and musical
history and this should be
recognised in your plan.

Kilburn High Road is a
designated town centre in
the Local Plan and is
covered by policy IE6
(Supporting town Centres
and High Streets) and
policy W1 (West
Camden).

Camden, Brent and
Westminster councils are
working together to make
Kilburn Town Centre a
more enjoyable area to
walk, cycle and shop and
have recently consulted

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

on proposals to achieve
this.

Kilburn High Road has
potential to be improved
for the benefit of a wide
catchment area of the
community (fresh food,
social and active travel
opportunities for car-free
days, storage space to
replace parking).

Camden, Brent and
Westminster councils are
working together to make
Kilburn Town Centre a
more enjoyable area to
walk, cycle and shop and
have recently consulted
on proposals to achieve
this. Kilburn High Road is
a designated town centre
in the Local Plan and is
covered by policy IE6
(Supporting town Centres
and High Streets) and
policy W1 (West
Camden).

No change proposed.

| have already made a
comment. Camden
council makes no attempt
to consult with local
people. It’s a tick box
exercise and then they
go and do whatever they
want.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Why build MORE
houses. The ones
Camden have are left
empty.

The Plan seeks to deliver
more homes to meet
Camden’s housing need,
in line with national and
London wide policy.
Empty homes are not a
matter for the Local Plan.

No change proposed.

Camden should roll out
double glazing and
insulation for homes.
Cycle lanes waste money
and hold up public
transport congesting the
roads causing more
pollution.

The Council is carrying
out a programme of
retrofit works over the
coming years to make
council homes more
energy efficient.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

The Council should focus
on delivery of services for
the people of Camden.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Consider supporting a
Universal Basic Income
to ensure equity,
inclusion and diversity -
paid for by Land Value
dividend (land value is
levied for local
government).

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

All nice statements but
where is the funding?
How are these objectives
to be achieved?

Information on the
delivery of the plan is set
out in Chapter 15 -
Delivery and Monitoring.

No change proposed.

Tall buildings should not
be considered as the best
way to achieve greatest
density. Tall buildings
create wind canyons and
age badly. Towers are
not wanted and policies
should be worded to
clearly state this.

Draft Local Plan policy D2
sets out our approach to
tall buildings, which sets
out the criteria against
which they will be
assessed.

No change proposed.

Support for the majority of
proposals, but concern
that developments may
be approved due to CIL
money the Council will
receive.

Support welcomed. CIL
contributions are not a
material consideration in
planning decisions.

No change proposed.

General support for
proposals for the local
community, with
suggestion for additional
consideration of health
assistance and training
programmes.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Support for parks and
greenery with benefits for
physical and mental
health. Also strong
support for food growing.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Noting plans for reducing
pollution and air quality
improvement.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Consideration should be
given to elderly people
and people with
disabilities, avoiding
steps, uneven/ slippery
flooring. Comfortable
seating, accessible toilets.
Buildings should be
adaptable.

Draft policy D1
specifically states that the
Council will require that
development meets the
highest practicable
standards of accessible
and inclusive design. The
Plan seeks the provision
of publicly accessible
toilets in appropriate
developments and
locations.

No change proposed.

To note the open space at
Swiss Cottage, behind the
library and gym.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Support for emphasis on
biodiversity, climate
change and high design
standards.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

The consultation is too
complicated and difficult
to read. The main points
should be highlighted.

Comments noted. We will
look to publish a summary
of the Plan, the next time
we go out to public
consultation.

No change proposed.

Dissatisfaction with
Camden consultation
processes.

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

General support.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

This is what the
community needs, more
housing and access to
more jobs.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Please continue green
strategies and safe
cycling

Comment noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

General support, with
suggestion for a ‘waste
tax’ on empty property.

Support welcomed.

A tax on empty property is
not a matter for the Local
Plan.

No change proposed.

Kilourn High Road needs
attention to attract higher
quality businesses,
improve social interaction
and reduce conflict
between people in the
areas and people who
drive through the area
without adding value
there.

Camden, Brent and
Westminster councils are
working together to make
Kilburn Town Centre a
more enjoyable area to
walk, cycle and shop and
have recently consulted
on proposals to achieve
this.

No change proposed.

You lack a strategy for
Kilburn High Road area.
You should be
encouraging car free
development, active
travel, car clubs, higher
quality office space along
the road, and a better
environment along the
high road.

The draft new Local Plan
expects all new
development to be car-
free and promotes active
travel and public realm
improvements. Camden,
Brent and Westminster
councils are working
together to make Kilburn
Town Centre a more
enjoyable area to walk,
cycle and shop and have
recently consulted on
proposals to achieve this.

No change proposed.

Being able to access all
community services on
foot should be more
prominent in the plan.

Chapter 14 of the new
draft plan seeks to ensure
safe, healthy and
sustainable travel,
including prioritising
walking, wheeling and
cycling. The Plan expects
new, improved and
extended community
facilities to be accessible
for all.

No change proposed.

Dissatisfaction with house
building opposed by local
residents, and empty
properties. Camden
builds unwanted cycle
lanes and concrete flats

Comments noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

replace trees. Kentish
Town Road is a mess.
Dog walkers disturb the
peace on Hampstead
Heath.

More housing is needed.

The Council aims to
deliver over 11,000
homes over the Local
Plan period. Housing is
the priority land use of the
Plan.

No change proposed.

Prioritise walking and
cycling over motor
vehicles.

Chapter 14 of the draft
plan outlines the Council’s
approach to Safe, Healthy
and Sustainable
Transport, which includes
the prioritisation of
walking, wheeling, and
cycling over motor
vehicles as suggested.

No change proposed.

| agree with strategy.
Whether it will be
implemented or not is
another matter

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

| hope lots of land will be
used for leisure, sport
and activities for the
young

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

Infrastructure planning
must consider the
requirement for vehicular
access both for safe and
accessible transport
options and delivery
vehicles. This is
especially important for

women travelling at night.

The LTNs have stopped
Ubers access to many
quiet roads now which
makes coming home at
night dangerous. So
future planning needs to

Low-Traffic-
Neighbourhoods are part
of the Council’s wider
transport strategy and not
a matter specifically for
the local plan. We have
passed these comments
on to the Transport team.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

consider the safety of
female residents in
particular.

Concerns for proliferation
of new undesirable
buildings/ student
accommodation and
changing housing into
hotels with lack of
infrastructure. None of
the housing is for poor
working class people.
Existing housing stock is
not well maintained.

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

Consultation information
is written in a biased way.

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

Camden desperately
needs to introduce
healthy school areas.
The volume of traffic and
cars around schools is
unacceptable.

Comments noted. This is
not a matter for the local
plan. The Council has
introduced over 30
Healthy School Streets to
date and is trialling more.

No change proposed.

We should build more
high quality housing.
Financed without
borrowing money to
construct mixed use
properties to enable a
return on the investment
for the benefit of the local
authority. New homes
should have solar roofs
and be ‘passive’ houses.
Social rents should be low
to maintain the building,
not to make profit.

The building of homes by
the council is not a matter
for the local plan.

No change proposed.

Scepticism about
Camden’s commitment to
sustainability and net zero
carbon emissions,
especially in relation to

The draft Plan outlines
the council’s commitment
to tackling the climate
emergency and promoting

sustainability. As per draft

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

site allocations. Doubts
are reinforced by planning
committee decision for
One Museum St/ Selkirk
House despite huge local
opposition.

policy CC2 — Retention of
existing buildings.
Retention and retrofit
schemes are prioritised
over demolition and re-
build, however there will
be circumstances where
demolition is acceptable,
but only where the criteria
set out in the policy are
met.

Scepticism about the
Council’s support for local
residents and
communities in the
Holborn area or ability to
conserve the historic
environment.

Recent decisions such as
Museum Street and Great
Ormond Street
demonstrate that neither
officers nor committee
members give priority to
residential amenity or the
harm to heritage when
considered against
purported public benefits.
No evidence that the new
plan will change this.

A stronger requirement to
retrofit, to prevent
unnecessary demolition is
needed.

Offices deemed
unsuitable for commercial
use should be converted
to housing to strengthen
local residential
communities and to
support local services.

Draft plan policies in
relation to Design and
Heritage, and also
Responding to Climate
Change will ensure that
retention and retrofit
schemes are prioritised
over demolition and re-
build. For example,
demolition will only be
acceptable where the
criteria set out in policy
CC2 — Retention of
existing buildings are
satisfactorily met.

No change proposed.

Whilst the Mary Ward
Centre is outside of the
Campus area, it is
disappointing that it has

Comments noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

been allowed to change
its use to medical. The
historic buildings have
been in continuous
educational use since
1861, with access to a

wide section of the public.

No more student housing
in Somers Town.
Transitory populations do
not aid community.

Local Plan policy H9
states that student
housing should not create
a harmful concentration in
the local area or cause
harm to nearby residential
amenity. We will assess
proposals for student
housing having regard to
any existing

concentrations in the area.

No change proposed.

Heritage is important.
Historic buildings should
not be pulled down. New
developments should
occur on brownfield sites.
The London School of
Mosaic is in Gospel Oak,
mosaic should be used in
the public realm.

Policy D5 (Heritage)
seeks to protect
designated heritage
assets in Camden.

No change proposed.

Chapter 1 - Introduction

In total 32 representations were made on Chapter 1 Introduction. Of these, 16
representations were received via commonplace and 16 representations were

received via email.

Responses were received from the following consultees:

e Covent Garden Community Association (CGCA)
e Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum (KTNF)

e The Fitzrovia Partnership
e Camden Town Unlimited

e Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum

e Canal and River Trust

e Eton Conservation Area Advisory Committee




Sport England
Royal Mail Group
Members of the public

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Add ‘Seven Dials’ to the
list of Camden’s attractive
and historic
neighbourhoods.

Para 1.41 is not an
exhaustive list of all
Camden’s historic areas,
but mentions some areas
as examples. The
additional wording
proposed is not
considered necessary.

No change proposed.

Welcome the ambitious
Vision and Objectives set
out in Camden Council’s
draft new Camden Local
Plan.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

Welcome that the draft
Plan supports several
priorities in the Kentish
Town Neighbourhood
Plan.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

KTNF notes that it will not
be easy to achieve the
Vision and Objectives and
to overcome the
challenges identified in
the draft against the
background of the current
economic climate, the
forthcoming changes in
national planning policy
and the Mayor of
London’s priorities.

Comments noted.

No change proposed.

The effectiveness of the
draft plan could be
improved by emphasising
at the beginning that the
Local Plan is intended to
be implemented
holistically, rather than
piecemeal, illustrated by
more mutually supported
cross-referencing to
emphasise and make
explicit where one spatial

We propose to update the
Plan to make clear that it
should be read as a
whole and included more
cross references where
appropriate within the
document.

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

or thematic policy and
strategy supports another.

It would also be useful to
avoid contradictions in the
draft Local Plan. For
example, locations where
tall buildings may be an
appropriate form of
development are
identified on Map 13
below and listed in
Appendix 2. Yet, the
construction of tall
buildings inevitably
involves massive
quantities of concrete and
steel, whose production is
a proven major
contributor of greenhouse
gases. This directly
contradicts the ambitions
of Policy CC1 -
Responding to the climate
emergency.

The London Plan requires
boroughs to define what a
‘tall building’ is for specific
localities and identify
locations where tall
buildings may be an
appropriate form of
development in Camden.
Policy D2 tall buildings
does state however that
in determining
applications for tall
buildings the Council will
give particular attention to
whether the proposal
maximises energy
efficiency and resource
efficiency in accordance
with Policies CC3, CC4,
CC5 and CC6 in the
Climate Change Chapter.

No change proposed.

While currently not
offering significant new
development
opportunities, Fitzrovia
can remain an important
contributor to the growth
of Camden’s wider
economy and the creation
of skilled, well-paid jobs.
However, without policy
and practical

support and investment,
Fitzrovia risks not fulfilling
its potential.

We are encouraged by
Fitzrovia’s designation as
a Neighbourhood Plan
area and would be
delighted to contribute to

Comments noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

the development of a
Neighbourhood Plan,
working with local
residents and businesses.

Recommend mentioning
BIDS (Business
Improvement Districts) as
strategic partners in this
section and for Camden
Council to proactively
engage with Business
Improvement Districts to
deliver the Council's
Vision and objectives
where appropriate
through partnership work.

It is not considered that
this additional wording is
necessary.

No change proposed.

There is not a single
word about "efficiency"
use of resources and not
a single word about
"cost-effective" to support
a "sustainable" future
development in the
introduction.

Reference to the need to
deliver sustainable
development that
minimises the use of
resources is included in
the introduction chapter
and elsewhere in the
Plan. A Viability Study of
the Plan has been carried
out which assesses the
viability impacts of
emerging plan policies
The Plan acknowledges
the need to consider the
viability when assessing
development proposals.

No change proposed.

The language used in the
Local Plan on the
application of
Neighbourhood Plan
policies must be much
more prescriptive and
less ambiguous than is
currently the case.

The Plan states that
Neighbourhood Plans set
out the communities’
visions for designated
neighbourhood areas,
and include a range of
planning policies, which
are used alongside the
Council’s own adopted
policies when making
planning decisions in the
neighbourhood areas. No
amendment to the
wording of the Plan is
considered necessary.

No change proposed




The challenges we face

Summary of Key Points

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

We understand there
have been national
legislation changes, which
bring this outside of
Planning regulations.
Thus, it may not be
entirely within Camden’s
control to meet the
objectives in their plan
regarding a balanced mix
residential and economic
centres, etc. However, we
understand that this
document will become an
official document against
which all planning
applications will be
measured. So we are
concerned that there is no
mention of the
relationship of Planning
Applications relating to
change of use
applications.

Where planning
permission is required for
a change of use then the
policies in the Plan will
apply. If planning
permission is not required
and the work can be
undertaken as ‘permitted
development’ then it is not
a matter that the local
plan can control.

No change proposed.

The Canal can be a
hugely valuable asset for
improving health and
wellbeing in the borough.

Comments noted

No change proposed.

New development should
not just ‘respect’ (para
1.41) this ‘character,
heritage and
distinctiveness. It should
be amended to include:

“...safeguard and
promote it as an integral
part of Camden’s future
and prosperity.”

The Plan’s detailed
approach to heritage is
set out in policy D5. This
states that the Council will
conserve and, where
appropriate, enhance
Camden’s rich and
diverse heritage assets
and their settings. The
policy is considered to
align with the wording in
the NPPF. Additional
wording in paragraph 1.41
is not considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Under 'Responding to the
climate and ecological

We propose to update
this section to refer to the

Change proposed.




emergency' there's no
reference to the
borough's ecology, the
need to conserve and
enhance the key
biodiversity that also
reside or visit the
borough, and the role of
a high quality natural
environment in helping to
make parts of the
borough adapt to and
help make more resilient
to the impacts of climate
change.

need to respond to the
ecological emergency.

From 2021 census there
are 15,600 unpaid carers
in Camden. Over 3500
care unpaid for 50
hours+ a week.

Please remember to think
of unpaid carers when
designing services.
Unpaid carers save the
borough millions of
pounds each year.

Comments noted. This
comment covers matters
outside of the scope of
the Local Plan. We have
shared them with the
relevant Council service.

No change proposed.

It is important to
recognise that there are
attractive and historic
neighbourhoods which
are not listed above.
Crime is certainly a
serious issue, and
designing out crime by
including sight lines that
allow public scrutiny of
anti-social activities is
important.

It is true, as you argue
that "Many people want
to live in Camden but
there is a limited supply
of homes and prices are
high." At the same time it
is impossible for Camden
to house everyone who
wishes to live here. This
needs to be explicitly
recognised in the report.

Comments noted. The
aim of this section of the
Plan is to highlight some
of the key challenges and
issues facing the borough
that we need to address
in our planning policies.
More detail on particular
issues is included in the
topic specific plan
sections. It is not
considered that additional
wording is necessary.

No change proposed.




A balance has to be
maintained between the
lives of existing residents
and those who wish to
become residents.

Shaping "look and feel"
heavily dependent on
protection of heritage
buildings and open
spaces/private
gardens/biodiversity.
None mentioned above.

The issues of heritage,
open spaces, private
gardens and biodiversity
are dealt with by policies
within the Local Plan.

No change proposed.

"Attractive" historic
neighbourhoods and
parks/open spaces are to
be respected by new
development. Is that the
same as conservation
and protection? In the
past these kind of warm
words have been shown
to pay lip service to the
reality.

Draft Local Plan Policy D5
Heritage sets out the
Council’s detailed
approach to the
conservation of heritage
assets in Camden.

No change proposed.

Object to the inclusion of
short term lets in larger
developments, as it
doesn’t create mixed and
balanced communities.

Comments noted. The
Draft Plan seeks to resist
the development of sites
for permanent short term
let

housing, unless it can be
evidenced to the
Council’s satisfaction, that
the site is

unsuitable for the
provision of permanent
self-contained housing.

No change proposed.

Just focus on realistic
goals for recycling &
reuse and make smart
choices for public
spaces.

We are not going to be
‘tackling the climate

emergency’ anytime ever.

But you can give us
decent recycling systems
and rubbish collection
rather than simply

Comments noted. This
comment covers matters
outside of the scope of
the Local Plan. We have
shared them with the
relevant Council service.

No change proposed.




outsourcing to a
company.

You want people to be
growing green spaces in
Camden? Then
encourage them to do so
- don’t start charging for
green waste collection
and force them to get in
the car to take it to be
recycled.

Putting cycle lanes
behind the bus stops is
impractical and
dangerous.

Comments noted. This
comment covers matters
outside of the scope of
the Local Plan. We have
shared them with the
relevant Council service.

No change proposed.

Supporting Camden’s
centres This is crucial
and should be far higher
on the agenda than
‘tackling the climate
emergency’

Rates are completely out
of proportion and parking
near to local shops in
Camden becomes ever
more difficult

Comments noted. The
issues facing Camden are
not listed in order of
priority.

Where comments are not
a matter for the Local
Plan we have shared
them with the relevant
Council service.

No change proposed.

‘Therefore, it is even
more crucial that the
Local Plan aids achieving
equitable outcomes in
Camden for all.” What
does this mean in
practice

The Local Plan is a key
mechanism for delivering
the Council’s corporate
strategy. The Plan seeks
to deliver new homes,
jobs, and infrastructure,
whilst seeking to ensure
that development is
delivered in a way that is
socially and economically
inclusive, environmentally
sustainable and brings
benefits to the borough
and its residents

No change proposed.




Vision and objectives

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Sport England supports
the ambitions set out with
in the Local Plan.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

Suggest the following
amendments -

“To promote health and
well-being and reduce
physical and mental
health inequalities
through good design and
place making; improving
access to nature;
enabling affordable
healthy food choices;
supporting people to lead
healthy and active
lifestyles; and improving
access to healthcare and
sport facilities.’

We propose to update the
Plan to reflect the
proposed amendment.

Changed proposed.

The draft Local Plan
seeks to deliver on
Camden’s corporate
ambitions in “We Make
Camden” and sets out
strategic objectives and
vision for development in
the Borough which we
support.

Support welcomed

No change proposed.

More emphasis should be
given to Camden’s
heritage and the part it
can play in Camden’s
Vision, Strategic
Objectives and planning
strategy for the future.

At present, it lacks
reference to the
importance of Camden’s
rich ‘built (and unbuilt —
parks and squares)
heritage’; to Its iconic
buildings and spaces,
historic character, culture,

A number of references
are made to Camden’s
heritage in the
introduction and
throughout the Local Plan
as a whole. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

attractiveness and
contribution to economic
prosperity (tourism),
education, health and
overall well-being, and the
importance of
safeguarding and
promoting this heritage for
future generations as a
place as a place to enjoy,
live, work and visit.

This includes the mission:
“By 2030, Camden’s
estates and their
neighbourhoods are
healthy, and sustainable
and unlock creativity.”
Whilst the draft document
goes on to explain
approaches to the
attainment of healthy and
sustainable
neighbourhoods, perhaps
the idea of “creativity”
needs more development.

This is a reference to the
missions set out in the
Council’s Corporate
Strategy: We Make
Camden. Further detail on
the Council’s missions is
set out in that document.
It is not considered
necessary to add
additional wording into the
Local Plan.

No change proposed.

Replace "genuinely
affordable homes" (which
means nothing as it
stands) with "Social
Housing".

The supporting text of
policy H4 maximising the
supply of affordable
housing explains the
meaning of affordable
housing in the context of
the Local Plan and the
London Plan. Given this it
is not considered
necessary to amend the
wording in objective 2 of
the Local Plan.

No change proposed.

"High Streets" must be
included in this objective.

High streets are covered
by the reference to
‘designated centres’,
which reflects the
designations in the Local
Plan.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

The Council needs to
work with TFL to maintain
the upkeep of main roads
long term.

Comment noted. This
comment covers matters
outside of the scope of
the Local Plan. We have
shared them with the
relevant Council service.

No change proposed.

Support the Vision and
the Strategic objectives,
especially 1, 6, 8 and 9.

Support welcomed

No change proposed.

Nothing about looking
after what we already
have. The emphasis is
entirely on development
with nothing on the
stewardship of the historic
built environment. The
use of the word "respect"
IS verging on the
disingenuous. Why not be
clear and use "protect”
and "conserve"?

We propose to update
Local Plan objective 6 to
refer to the need to
respect and conserve the
unique character and
history of Camden’s
neighbourhoods. The
Plan’s detailed approach
to heritage is set out in
policy D5.

Change proposed.

Chapter 2 - Development Strategy

In total 87 representations were made on the Development Strategy Chapter. Of
these, 13 representations were received via commonplace and 74 representations

were received via email.

Responses were received from the following consultees:

British Land

Hilson Moran

LabTech

LS Finchley Road Ltd

Camden Town Unlimited (CTU)

Covent Garden Community Association (CGCA)
Eton Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Greater London Authority (GLA)

Home Builders Federation
Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum (KTNF)

Lendlease and Euston landowners
London Property Alliance

Belsize Parkhill and Elsworthy Conservation Area Advisory Committees
Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee




Network Rail

NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit (HUDU)

Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee

Royal Free London NHS Foundation Trust
Royal London Asset Management

Royal Mail Group (RMG)

Sport England

St George West London Ltd

Students’ Union UCL
Woodland Trust
Members of the public

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Figure 2. Haverstock Hill
South of Old Town Hall
retail area should be
included.

The Key diagram is a high
level strategic map which
is intended to show key
areas of development in
Camden. It would not be
appropriate for the key
diagram to show every
neighbourhood centre.

No change proposed.

Para 2.25 - Excellent
work has been done by
council officers in Agar
Grove and West Kentish
Town estate. It would be
helpful to refer applicants
to schemes like these
which add social value.

Comment notes. No
additional wording in para
2.25 is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Agree that there should
be strong support for
delivering new
development within the
Central Activities Zone.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

Figure 2 illustrates the
overall spatial strategy for
Camden. This should
highlight the Knowledge
Quarter Innovation
District.

The key diagram shows
areas designated in the
Local Plan. The
Knowledge Quarter is not
a designated area and is
therefore not shown.

No change proposed.

The importance of the
Knowledge Quarter in
Camden should be
emphasised in a stand-
alone Knowledge Quarter
policy within the draft
Plan.

The role of

The Knowledge Quarter is
located in the south of the
borough. It is therefore
identified in Policy S1 for
the South Area and in the
supporting text. An
additional stand-alone

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

policy is not considered
necessary.

Update this section to
refer to Business
Improvement Districts as
a strategic partner.

Chapter 2 of the Plan sets
out the overarching
development strategy for
Camden, in terms of the
quantum and spatial
distribution of
development to be
delivered over the Plan
period. The chapter does
not refer to who the
Council will engage with
as part of the planning
application process. This
is instead set out in the
Council’'s Statement of
Community Involvement.
It is not considered
necessary to add
additional wording to this
chapter.

No change proposed.

The diagram is very low
res and can’t see or read
the detail also not
accessible

Comment noted. We are
proposing to replace the
maps in the next version
of the Plan, with better
quality maps.

Change proposed.

This seems like a very
unambitious goal. 12k
homes over more than a
decade is very slow
progress when housing
prices are crippling the
financial future of
generations. The biggest
barriers to housing
construction are
regulatory. Why can't
Camden council build
more homes and make it
easier for the private
sector to build more?

Comment noted. The
housing target in the Plan
is a capacity based target
and reflects the limited
availability of land in
Camden. The Local Plan
includes a number of
measures to support the
delivery of housing in
Camden and the
Council’'s CIP Team
proactively work to
delivery new and
improved housing in the
borough.

No change proposed.

What is the importance of
the "Town Centres"
designation? Why aren't
other major town centres
recognized e.g. Belsize
Village, England's Lane

Comment noted. Larger
centres in Camden, with
wider catchment areas
are designated as town
centres. Smaller centres,
such as those mentioned,

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

and Regent's Park Road

in Primrose Hill? Each of
these places serve a vital
function for people living

in the neighbourhood.

are designated as
neighbourhood centres.

Dividing the borough up
may help with coping with
the amount of work, but
you need to avoid
duplication of
administration. Where
possible Camden officers
should be involved with
hands-on delivery of
services, not located in a
central office where they
may end up building a
little empire and
competing with each
other - Wasting
everyone’s time and
money.

Comment noted.

No change proposed.

Is there anywhere this
map can be viewed
clearly as this is too
blurred to be readable?

Comment noted. We are
proposing to replace the
maps in the next version
of the Plan, with better
quality maps.

Change proposed.

Is 1000 odd homes a
year enough?

Comment noted. The
housing target in the Plan
is a capacity based target
and reflects the limited
availability of land in
Camden. The Local Plan
includes a number of
measures to support the
delivery of housing in
Camden

No change proposed.

You have not stated how
many of the 10,000 odd
new homes to be built by
2028/29 will be
affordable, therefore we
have no way of
estimating whether you
might be on target for
that measure.

Similarly, you have stated
your intention to deliver

The provision of
affordable homes is
considered on a site by
site basis and therefore it
is not possible to
accurately say how many
affordable homes will be
built in future years.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

3,000 affordable homes
between 2026/27 -
2040/41, but you have
not given an overall
figure for the number of
homes you intend to build
in that period.

Please provide complete
information that allows
your performance &
plans to be properly
scrutinised against the
standards & targets you
claim to be working to.

HUDU welcomes this
approach but asks that
the Council makes
provision for changing
health priorities and
demands over the plan
period.

Chapter 2 of the Plan sets
out the overarching
development strategy for
Camden, in terms of the
quantum and spatial
distribution of
development to be
delivered over the Plan
period. The Local Plan
identifies where new
health facilities are
required to support local
communities. The NHS
will continue to be
consulted on planning
applications and will have
the opportunity as part of
that process to express
where requirements may
have changed. No
change to wording is
therefore considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Affordability and
sustainability of health
sites and floorspace are
vital and any potential
new capacity will need to
meet these requirements.
Therefore, the expansion
of capacity within existing
health sites is often the
preferred solution with
developers’ contributions

Comment noted

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

secured to ensure this
can happen in parallel
with the new population
arriving. However,
sometimes the favoured
approach is for new
premises.

We agree that there
should be strong support
for delivering new
development within the
Central Activities Zone,
growth areas, town
centres and other major
development locations
within Camden. Given the
Borough’s central London
location, we consider that
the whole Borough ought
to be considered capable
of delivering new
development, in principle.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to
meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Given the Borough’s
central London location,
we consider that the
whole Borough ought to
be considered capable of
delivering new
development, in principle.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

wording is considered
necessary.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to
meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Given the Borough’s
central London location,
we consider that the
whole Borough ought to
be considered capable of
delivering new
development, in principle.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to
meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

The importance of the
Knowledge Quarter in
Camden should be
emphasised in the draft
Plan.

The role of the
Knowledge Quarter in
Camden is identified in
Policy S1 - South Area
and its supporting text.

No change proposed.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to
meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

LBC contains three
Opportunity Areas
identified in the London
Plan at Tottenham Court
Road, King’s Cross and
Euston. The draft Plan
states that both
Tottenham Court Road
and Kings Cross are
largely complete and
there is unlikely to be
significant further
development in the plan
period.

Comment noted

No change proposed.

It is recommended that
the draft Plan provides an
outline of what is
expected to come forward
in the Euston Area with
indicative capacities and
a clearer definition of the
boundaries of the
Opportunity Area.

This will help to reflect the
importance of the Euston
Area in the overall

We propose to update the
Plan to include a policy
for the Euston Area.

Change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

strategy and provide a
certain level of clarity

while the Area Plan is
being developed.

Within LBC is an area of
the Central Activities Zone
(CAZ), as defined in
Policy SD4 of the
LP2021. Part N of Policy
SD4 sets out that
Development Plans
should look to define the
boundary in detail and
included on policy maps.
As per Policy SD5 of the
LP2021, the draft Plan
should ensure that
residential development
within in the CAZ does
not compromise the
strategic uses as set out
in paragraph 2.4.4 of the
LP2021. Part G of SD5
also sets out that any
mixed-use development
within the CAZ should not
lead to a net loss of office
floorspace and the use of
land use swaps, credits
and off-site contributions
should also be explored
as per Part H.

Comment noted

No change proposed.

The draft Plan identifies
the need for
340,000sqg.m. of office
space over the plan
period with 210,000sq.m.
of this total already in the
planning pipeline. Policy
E1 of the LP2021
supports the development
of new office space where
there is demonstratable
need, and it should be
focused within the Central
Activity Zone (CAZ), town
centres and Opportunity

Comment noted. Policy
S1 notes that the CAZ
and will continue to be the
main focus for
employment development
in Camden. However we
consider it is appropriate
for locations outside of
the CAZ, Opportunity
Areas and town centres to
also include office space
as part of mixed use
development (e.g. in the
KQ).

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Areas. The draft Plan and
site allocations should
reflect the focus of office
into these locations in
order to take advantage
of existing infrastructure
and connectivity and
avoid allocations outside
of these areas as the draft
currently does.

The Plan needs to set out
how the backlog in supply
accumulated since the
London Plan came into
operation as part of the
development plan for
London in 2018/19 will be
addressed.

While the annualised
requirement might be for
1,038 homes a year, the
requirement in the
London Plan is for
Camden to deliver 10,380
homes from 2018/19 to
2028/29. Consequently, it
is necessary to look at
what Camden has
delivered in terms of net
additions since 2018/19.

HBF considers that the
DLUHC Live Table 122 is
the most authoritative
source, since it uses
nationally consistent
criteria in terms of what it
measures. It also
provides the basis for
assessment for the
Housing Delivery Test.

It is unclear from the draft
local plan how the Council
proposes to address the
deficit when measured
against the requirement in

The draft Local Plan set a
target to deliver 11,550
additional homes over the
plan period to 2041. This
factors in the London Plan
housing target for
Camden of 1,038 homes
per year for the first three
years of the Plan period
(2026/27, 2027/28 and
2028/29) and also
includes the cumulative
backlog from under-
delivery of completed
homes from 2019/2020
(the first year of the
London Plan period).

Further information on the
backlog will be set out in
a Housing Topic paper
that will be prepared to
support the Plan at
examination.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

the London Plan, and
what it proposes will be
done about the deficit that
has accumulated.

It would be unsound to
simply ignore the backlog
of homes. At the very
least, we would expect
this backlog accumulated
against the London Plan
to be reflected in the
residual housing
requirement for the local
plan, addressed either
over the first five years or
spread out over the fifteen
years. Of the two, the
latter seems the only
reasonable course of
action in order to meet the
London Plan target by
2028/29.

The Council should aim to
deliver the full London
Plan requirement by
2028/29.

Comment noted

No change proposed.

As the recent review of
the London Plan by the
government concluded
(London Plan Review
Report of Expert
Advisers. Commissioned
by DLUHC 15 January
2024), delivery across
London as a whole, and
in most London boroughs,
including Camden, is
falling to keep pace with
need and is falling behind
significantly meeting the
identified housing
requirement.

Comment noted

No change proposed.

We are worried that the
wording of these
paragraphs [para 2.13
and 2.15], and the
subsequent polices for

The Plan has been
updated to take on board
these comments and
reference to directing
development to the ‘most

Change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

the sub-areas, may be
read as only supporting
new housing development
in the ‘most accessible
and well-connected
locations in Camden’.

No area of Camden
should be deemed
unsuitable for residential
development given the
density of the public
transport network.

Owing to the density of
historic environment
designations, we
acknowledge that
residential development
opportunities may be
quite limited, but a more
purposive strategy, one
that encourages
residential development
opportunities in all parts
of the borough,
irrespective of a strict
application of the London
Plan policy guidelines,
could help to improve
housing delivery in
Camden. As discussed
above, housing delivery in
Camden is falling woefully
behind the London Plan
target, so it will be
necessary for Camden to
change its approach.
Relying on old policy
principles will suffice no
longer.

accessible and well-
connected locations in
Camden’ has been
removed.

Recognition of policy
approach.

Comment noted

No change proposed.

We recognise and
support the importance of
Camden’s ambitions,
alongside the relevant
policies set out in the draft

Comment noted.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Local Plan, in contributing
to and achieving the
strategic objectives.
However, we would
question whether the
direction of the draft Local
Plan is sufficiently
balanced so as to meet
these wider objectives in
a more equitable manner.

Given the important
social, environmental and
economic benefits that
can flow from
employment generating
development, we
therefore suggest that the
priority that the Council
place on housing delivery,
above the delivery other
land uses, should be
reconsidered, especially
in South Camden, that
benefits from individual
sites are optimised, rather
than compromised.

Given the scale of
housing and affordable
housing need in Camden
it's appropriate for
housing to be the priority
land use in the Local
Plan. That does not
however preclude other
development coming
forward and we have
allocated sites in the Plan
for a mix of uses, not just
housing.

No change proposed.

Given the Borough'’s
central London location,
we consider that the
whole Borough ought to
be considered capable of
delivering new
development, in principle.

The Plan has been
updated to take on board
these comments and
reference to directing
development to the ‘most
accessible and well-
connected locations in
Camden’ has been
removed.

Change proposed.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

Given the Borough’s
central London location,
we consider that the
whole Borough ought to
be considered capable of
delivering new
development, in principle.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Suggest that a further
paragraph is added below
Figure 2 — Key diagram to
state “Whilst the key
diagram identifies the
areas of main focus for
development, considering
the central London
location of Camden, the
whole borough is
considered capable of
delivering new
development, subject to
meeting the necessary
policy requirements of this
Local Plan”.

The Plan sets out our
overall approach to
delivering new
development in Camden
and identifies key areas of
development in the
borough. This does not
preclude development
coming forward outside of
these areas. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

Policy DS1 - Delivering Healthy and Sustainable Development

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Support policy approach.

Support welcome

No change proposed.

Don't keep granting
planning permission for
basements to be built in
areas prone to flooding,
and particularly where the
Fleet River ran.

Comment noted. Policy
CC11 sets out the
Council’s approach to
managing flood risk and
Policy D6 sets out the
Council’s approach to
managing basement
development. Policy D6

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

require an assessment of
a basement scheme’s
impact on flooding,
drainage and
groundwater conditions.

Why do you allow so
many trees to be razed to
the ground?

Comment noted. Policy
NE3 sets out the
Council’s approach to the
provision and protection
of trees in new
developments. Where
trees are lost as part of
the development of a site,
this is determined as part
of a planning application,
on a case by case basis,
based on available
evidence.

No change proposed.

Need to ensure that
stations are made
accessible.

Comment noted. Although
Underground and
Overground stations are
owned and operated by
TfL, the Council will
continue to promote step
free access at stations in
Camden and the Plan
seeks contributions from
new development to
deliver this where
appropriate.

No change proposed.

Add the need for
development to protect
residents’ need for rest
and a good night’s sleep
as essential to their
health.

Policy A1 protecting
amenity and Policy A4
noise, seek to manage
the adverse impacts of
development on residents
in Camden. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.

No change proposed.

The prioritisation of reuse
over redevelopment
should be included.
Applications for
demolition and new build
should demonstrate that
reuse has been properly
assessed as an
alternative.

Policies CC1 and CC2 in
the climate section of the
Plan seek to ensure that
the repurposing,
refurbishment and re-use
of existing building/s is
prioritised over
demolition.

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

Policy DS1Ai - heritage
should be referenced
here to acknowledge its
importance to
communities. Revise ‘...
respect local context; ...’
to ‘... respect local
context and heritage; ...

We propose to update
Policy DS1 to also refer to
heritage.

Change proposed.

Policy DS1Ax can be
misinterpreted.
‘Comprehensive
development’ has long
been out of favour,
invariably leading to
extensive demolition and
long-term vacancy — sites
and buildings.

It should be amended
here and elsewhere in the
Plan to say ‘Ensuring that
sites are designed and
developed...

“...within the context of a
comprehensive
masterplan which allows
and does not preclude
appropriate incremental
development and
restoration/refurbishment
of an area.”

Comment noted. We have
amended the wording in
relation to comprehensive
development in Policy
DS1 and the supporting
text.

Change proposed.

Support policy approach.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed.

The policy should be
strengthened by adding
reference to urban
hedgerows.

Comment noted. We have
updated the wording of
Policy DS1 to refer to
urban hedgerows.

Change proposed.

Update para 2.19 to
read... Where we live has
a profound impact on our
health and well-being, it is
therefore important that
new development helps-to
improve prioritises

improving the built,
natural and social

environment in Camden

We propose to update the
Plan to reflect the
proposed wording.

Change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

General support for policy
approach

Support welcomed

No change proposed.

Policy DS1 should make
specific reference to
optimising site capacity.

Policy DS1 has been
updated to refer to the
need for developments to
optimise the use of land in
Camden and make best
of a site.

Change proposed.

The priorities of part (iv)
of draft Policy DS1 feel
contradictory, with the
Council requiring a mix of
uses but stating that self-
contained housing is the
Council’s priority land
use. It is considered that
this should be amended
to read “Self-contained
housing is the priority land
use in the Plan. However,
on appropriate sites, a
mix of uses, services,
facilities and amenities
that meet the needs of the
local community and are
easily accessible on foot,
by bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

We do not consider it
contradictory that the plan
states that housing is the
priority use of the plan
and also supports a mix
of uses. This is the
approach taken in the
current adopted local
plan. No change is
proposed.

No change proposed.

Draft Policy DS1 part (b)
and paragraphs 2.27 and
2.28 require major
applications to contribute
financially to Camden’s
Citizen Scientist
community research
programme. This should
be removed.

The Citizens Scientist
programme has been
designed to empower
communities to lead
change through social
action and shape policies
that impact their lives.
The Citizen Scientist’s
research will be

used to inform a variety of
strategies and projects
that will help ensure that
the right infrastructure is
provided to support
growth and development
in the borough. For
example, their research
will inform the preparation

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

of masterplans and
frameworks, development
proposals and the work of
the Area Regeneration
Team. This is already
being demonstrated in
Euston, where the Euston
Voices researchers have
been paid

and trained as Citizen
Social Scientists to
identify what the local
priorities are for their
community to prosper
whilst major regeneration
is underway. Itis
considered that the
requirement meets the
tests required for Section
106 (S106) obligations.

The emerging local plan
needs to acknowledge
case law to ensure multi-
phase regeneration
schemes are able to
respond to changing
commercial
circumstances, with
particular regards to long
term plans at Euston.

Comments noted.

No change proposed

General support for policy
approach

Support welcomed

No change proposed

Policy DS1 should make
specific reference to
optimising site capacity.

Policy DS1 has been
updated to refer to the
need for developments to
optimise the use of land in
Camden and make best
of a site.

Change proposed

The priorities of part (iv)
of draft Policy DS1 feel
contradictory, with the
Council requiring a mix of
uses but stating that self-
contained housing is the
Council’s priority land
use. It is considered that
this should be amended
to read “Self-contained

We do not consider it
contradictory that the plan
states that housing is the
priority use of the plan
and also supports a mix
of uses. This is the
approach taken in the
current adopted local
plan. No change is
proposed.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

housing is the priority land
use in the Plan. However,
on appropriate sites, a
mix of uses, services,
facilities and amenities
that meet the needs of the
local community and are
easily accessible on foot,
by bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

Draft Policy DS1 part (b)
and paragraphs 2.27 and
2.28 require major
applications to contribute
financially to Camden’s
Citizen Scientist
community research
programme. This should
be removed.

The Citizens Scientist
programme has been
designed to empower
communities to lead
change through social
action and shape policies
that impact their lives.
The Citizen Scientist’s
research will be

used to inform a variety of
strategies and projects
that will help ensure that
the right infrastructure is
provided to support
growth and development
in the borough. For
example, their research
will inform the preparation
of masterplans and
frameworks, development
proposals and the work of
the Area Regeneration
Team. This is already
being demonstrated in
Euston, where the Euston
Voices researchers have
been paid

and trained as Citizen
Social Scientists to
identify what the local
priorities are for their
community to prosper
whilst major regeneration
is underway. Itis
considered that the
requirement meets the

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

tests required for Section
106 (S106) obligations.

General support for policy
approach

Support welcomed

No change proposed

The priorities of part (iv)
of draft Policy DS1 feel
contradictory, with the
Council requiring a mix of
uses but stating that self-
contained housing is the
Council’s priority land
use. It is considered that
this should be amended
to read “Self-contained
housing is the priority land
use in the Plan. However,
on appropriate sites, a
mix of uses, services,
facilities and amenities
that meet the needs of the
local community and are
easily accessible on foot,
by bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

We do not consider it
contradictory that the plan
states that housing is the
priority use of the plan
and also supports a mix
of uses. This is the
approach taken in the
current adopted local
plan. No change is
proposed.

No change proposed

Draft Policy DS1 part (b)
and paragraphs 2.27 and
2.28 require major
applications to contribute
financially to Camden’s
Citizen Scientist
community research
programme. This should
be removed.

The Citizens Scientist
programme has been
designed to empower
communities to lead
change through social
action and shape policies
that impact their lives.
The Citizen Scientist’s
research will be

used to inform a variety of
strategies and projects
that will help ensure that
the right infrastructure is
provided to support
growth and development
in the borough. For
example, their research
will inform the preparation
of masterplans and
frameworks, development
proposals and the work of
the Area Regeneration
Team. This is already

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

being demonstrated in
Euston, where the Euston
Voices researchers have
been paid

and trained as Citizen
Social Scientists to
identify what the local
priorities are for their
community to prosper
whilst major regeneration
is underway. Itis
considered that the
requirement meets the
tests required for Section
106 (S106) obligations.

General support for policy
approach

Support welcomed

No change proposed

Sport England, with
support from Active Travel
England and OHID, has
produced ‘Active Design’
https://www.sportengland.
org/guidance-and-
support/facilities-and-
planning/design-and-cost-
guidance/active-design a
guide to planning new
developments that create
the right environment to
help people get more
active. Sport England
recommends that Active
Design is recommended
for use by developers
within the Local Plan.

Comments noted. We
propose to update the
Design Chapter in the
Plan to refer to this
guidance.

Change proposed

No mention to creating
social value at both
construction and
operational stage of
development. This is
recommended to be
included.

The term social value
does not have a standard
meaning in terms of
planning. However,
although the term is not
used, Policy DS1 seeks to
ensure that all
development in the
borough contributes to
‘Good Growth’, which is
socially and economically
inclusive and
environmentally

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

sustainable, in order to
maximise community
benefit, respond to the
climate emergency,
create stronger
communities and deliver
healthy places, both for
existing communities and
future generations. Other
policies seek to secure
specific measures that
would add social value.
No additional wording is
considered necessary.

The policy is fairly
standard, except for major
development, as they
have to contribute to the
council's citizen scientist
community research
programme

Comment noted

No change proposed

Policy DS1Ai should be
amended to refer to
Camden’s...

“...heritage, historic
buildings, character and
conservation areas.”

We propose to update
this policy to also refer to
heritage.

Change proposed

General support for
approach. However,
regard should be had to
the location of each site,
as self contained housing
is not always appropriate,
nor is it the most
sustainable use of land.
We therefore consider
that the wording should
be revised to read:

“Self-contained housing is
the priority land use in the
Plan. However, on
appropriate sites, a mix of
uses, services, facilities
and amenities that meet
the needs of the local
community and are easily

Although housing is the
priority use, the Plan
supports the appropriate
provision of other uses.
No change to wording is
considered necessary.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

accessible on foot, by
bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

Draft Policy DS1 part (b)
and paragraphs 2.27 and
2.28 require major
applications to contribute
financially to Camden’s
Citizen Scientist
community research
programme. This should
be removed.

The Citizens Scientist
programme has been
designed to empower
communities to lead
change through social
action and shape policies
that impact their lives.
The Citizen Scientist’s
research will be

used to inform a variety of
strategies and projects
that will help ensure that
the right infrastructure is
provided to support
growth and development
in the borough. For
example, their research
will inform the preparation
of masterplans and
frameworks, development
proposals and the work of
the Area Regeneration
Team. This is already
being demonstrated in
Euston, where the Euston
Voices researchers have
been paid

and trained as Citizen
Social Scientists to
identify what the local
priorities are for their
community to prosper
whilst major regeneration
is underway. Itis
considered that the
requirement meets the
tests required for Section
106 (S106) obligations.

No change proposed

General support for policy
approach. Request that
policy is applied flexibly.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Policy DS1 should make
specific reference to
optimising site capacity.

Policy DS1 has been
updated to refer to the
need for developments to

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

optimise the use of land in
Camden and make best
of a site.

The priorities of part (iv)
of draft Policy DS1 feel
contradictory, with the
Council requiring a mix of
uses but stating that self-
contained housing is the
Council’s priority land
use. It is considered that
this should be amended
to read “Self-contained
housing is the priority land
use in the Plan. However,
on appropriate sites, a
mix of uses, services,
facilities and amenities
that meet the needs of the
local community and are
easily accessible on foot,
by bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

We do not consider it
contradictory that the plan
states that housing is the
priority use of the plan
and also supports a mix
of uses. This is the
approach taken in the
current adopted local
plan. No change is
proposed.

No change proposed

Draft Policy DS1 part (b)
and paragraphs 2.27 and
2.28 require major
applications to contribute
financially to Camden’s
Citizen Scientist
community research
programme. This should
be removed.

The Citizens Scientist
programme has been
designed to empower
communities to lead
change through social
action and shape policies
that impact their lives.
The Citizen Scientist’s
research will be

used to inform a variety of
strategies and projects
that will help ensure that
the right infrastructure is
provided to support
growth and development
in the borough. For
example, their research
will inform the preparation
of masterplans and
frameworks, development
proposals and the work of
the Area Regeneration
Team. This is already

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

being demonstrated in
Euston, where the Euston
Voices researchers have
been paid

and trained as Citizen
Social Scientists to
identify what the local
priorities are for their
community to prosper
whilst major regeneration
is underway. Itis
considered that the
requirement meets the
tests required for Section
106 (S106) obligations.

Further clarity is needed
within Policy DS1 to
ensure long-term multi-
phase schemes like
Euston can come forward
in a phased and
‘severable’ way without
being constrained by the
broader requirements of
this policy.

Comment noted. We have
amended the wording in
relation to comprehensive
development in Policy
DS1 and the supporting
text.

Change proposed.

Further clarity is needed
within Policy DS1 to
ensure long-term multi-
phase schemes like
Euston can come forward
in a phased and
‘severable’ way without
being constrained by the
broader requirements of
this policy.

Comment noted. We have
amended the wording in
relation to comprehensive
development in Policy
DS1 and the supporting
text.

Change proposed

General support for policy
approach

Support welcomed

No change proposed

Policy DS1 should make
specific reference to
optimising site capacity.

Policy DS1 has been
updated to refer to the
need for developments to
optimise the use of land in
Camden and make best
of a site.

Change proposed

The priorities of part (iv)
of draft Policy DS1 feel
contradictory, with the
Council requiring a mix of
uses but stating that self-

We do not consider it
contradictory that the plan
states that housing is the
priority use of the plan
and also supports a mix

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

contained housing is the
Council’s priority land
use. It is considered that
this should be amended
to read “Self-contained
housing is the priority land
use in the Plan. However,
on appropriate sites, a
mix of uses, services,
facilities and amenities
that meet the needs of the
local community and are
easily accessible on foot,
by bike and via public
transport, will also be
supported”.

of uses. This is the
approach taken in the
current adopted local
plan. No change is
proposed.

The London Plan already
defines what constitutes
good growth, with detailed
polices to support this.
We question, therefore,
the need for Camden to
provide its own version, or
additional policies. This
will act as a brake on
development when
housebuilders are already
trying to navigate the
morass of planning policy
in London.

Policy DS1 sets out our
priorities for delivering
healthy and sustainable
development in Camden,
to ensure that
development makes a
positive contribution to the
borough. This is in
general conformity with
and complementary to the
approach in the London
Plan. No change is
considered necessary.

No change proposed

We believe that this
should make specific
reference to heritage as
follows:

....... are inspired by the
character of Camden’s
neighbourhoods and

communities and respect
local context and
heritage; and are
inclusive

We propose to update
this policy to also refer to
heritage.

Change proposed.

Update para 2.19 to
read... Where we live has
a profound impact on our
health and well-being, it is
therefore important that

new development helps-to

We propose to update the
Plan to reflect the
proposed wording.

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

improve prioritises
improving the built,
natural and social
environment in Camden

The lack of step-free
access at Kentish Town
Underground station is an
ongoing problem that will
not be solved by the
current refurbishment of
the escalators. This will
become even more
critical as sites like Regis
Road and Murphy's are
developed, bringing with
them new housing and
jobs. Lift access should
be a priority and looked at
in tandem with these
developments, making
sure transport (and all
spaces) in Camden are
inclusive.

Comments noted. The
Plan supports the
provision of step free
access at Kentish Town
Underground Station, with
policies for relevant sites
requiring development to
contribute to step free
access.

No change proposed

Need to include a general
principle of avoiding
impermeable surfaces in
the Development strategy
to allow rainwater and
surface water to drain and
reduce flooding.

This is covered in Policy
CC12 sustainable
drainage. Additional
reference in DS1 is not
considered necessary.

No change proposed

The policy does not go far
enough on providing new
open space, and
opportunities for play,
recreation and sports.
The local community
needs real investment in
a range of sports facilities.
Interested in partnering
with the Council.

Comments noted. Policies
SC2 (Social and
Community Infrastructure)
and Policy SC3 (Open
Space) set out the
Council’s overarching
approach to the provision
and protection of indoor
and outdoor sports
facilities

No change proposed

The planning decisions
applied by Camden have
not reflected the
commitment in the

Comments noted. Policies
SC2 (Social and
Community Infrastructure)
and Policy SC3 (Open

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

existing local plan to
protect existing sporting
facility space.
Commitment to investing
in sporting facilities and
protecting existing ones
should be clearly
embedded in all policy
decisions.

Space) set out the
Council’s overarching
approach to the provision
and protection on indoor
and outdoor sports
facilities. Policy SC2
recognises that there may
be circumstances where a
use, either wholly or in
part, is no longer required
in its current use, and
sets out our approach to
manage such
circumstances.

Policy DS1 should make
specific reference to
optimising site capacity
and, where appropriate,
intensifying the use of
land.

Policy DS1 has been
updated to refer to the
need for developments to
optimise the use of land in
Camden and make best
of a site.

Change proposed

Citizen Scientists"
sounds like a good idea,
but what qualifications
will these people be
expected to have?

Comments noted

No change proposed

| think these are the
wrong priorities. Each
competing goal limits the
amount of new housing

and raises housing costs.

The Council has
undertaken a viability
study to demonstrate that
the policies in the Plan
are deliverable and do not
place an undue burden
on development.

No change proposed

Chapter 3 — South Area

In total 245 representations were made on the South Chapter. Of these, 28
representations were received via commonplace and 217 representations were

received via email.

Representations were received from the following consultees:

Argent

Bedford Estates

British Land

Apex Heights Offshore Inc

Birkbeck (University of London)
Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee (CAAC)




British Museum
Camden Town Unlimited
Canal & River Trust

Cockpit Arts

Derwent

Environment Agency

Greater London Authority (GLA)
Great Portland Estates

Historic England

Home Builders Federation

LabTech

Lazari Investments Ltd
Lendlease & Euston owners
London Property Alliance
Metropolitan Companies

Network Rail
Places for London
Rocco ventures

Royal Mail Group (RMG)
Royal Veterinary College
Shaftesbury Capital
Simten

Theatre Trust

The Fitzrovia Partnership
Thames Water
Transport for London
Unite Group

University of London
Woodland Trust
Members of the public

Policy S1 — South Area

University College London (UCL)

Covent Garden Community Association

Hogarth Properties S.A.R.I. Holborn Links Estate

NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit

Royal London Assets Management

Somers Town Neighbourhood Forum

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed Changes
to the Plan
The Somers Town Future We propose to add a Change
Neighbourhoods 2030 programme | reference to the Future proposed.
should be mentioned Neighbourhoods
programme
We want to underline the Comment noted. No change
importance of the CAZ boundary, proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed Changes
to the Plan
which distinguishes between KQ
and residential uses in Somers
Town.
Outside the CAZ, the priority land
use in residential areas such as
ours should remain self-contained
housing, and estates and open
space should be protected. The
same goes for Regent’s Park
Estate
We need to ensure residential Comment noted. Policy No change
areas beside night time clusters A1 — Protecting Amenity | proposed.
are safe and peaceful for those sets out the Plan’s
living and passing through at approach to these
night. Lighting should be present matters.
but should not keep residents
awake.
We do not believe the delivery of | Comment noted. No change
High Speed 2 railway and station proposed
at Euston will benefit the local
community — these are national
projects and should not be funded
by a levy on development in the
area.
The Euston Area Plan sits below | The Euston Area Plan Change
this Local Plan, and therefore itis | sets out the overarching | proposed.
not right for the Local Plan to strategy for the Euston
delegate site allocations, building | area. It is appropriate for
heights, etc in that area to the an area action plan to
Euston Area Plan. cover matters such as
Euston is within Camden and site allocations. The
development there should policies in the Local Plan
respond to the borough as a apply to the whole of the
whole. borough, including the
Euston area.
We propose to include a
specific policy in the
Local Plan setting out the
vision and objectives for
the Euston Area.
Concerned about the development | Comment noted. Detalil No change
of tall buildings at Euston. on tall buildings at Euston | proposed.

will be set out in the
emerging updated Euston
Area Plan, rather than the
Local Plan.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes

to the Plan

Concerned about the future of Comment noted. No change
development of Euston Square. proposed.
Camden must insist that HS2 Ltd,
sticks to the commitment made to
fully restore the gardens.
Policy S1 should include greater We propose to include a | Change
reference to Euston and the specific policy in the proposed.
Euston Area Plan. Local Plan setting out the

vision and objectives for

the Euston Area.
Please include a map in the Plan | It is not considered No change
showing proposed walking and necessary to include a proposed.
cycling routes for this area. map of proposed walking

and cycle routes in the

Local Plan, as this

information is contained

in other plans and

strategies referred to in

the Plan.
Somers Town should be Comment noted. Policy No change
supported more. But no more H9 sets out the Plan’s proposed
student housing in the area as approach to student
transit populations do not aid housing.
community.
The Cromer Street area should be | Comment noted. No change
regenerated. proposed
Welcome that the Plan recognises | Support welcomed. No change
the importance of South Camden proposed
to the Knowledge Quarter and
acknowledges that it is home to
specialist clusters such as life
sciences research.
Welcome reference to making the | Support welcomed. No change
South Camden area “a more proposed
habitable ... place” (point A), and
support of “efforts to widen the
range of evening and night-time
economy uses in the CAZ retail
clusters, particularly where this will
benefit local residents”.
New Homes
The allocation of sites for housing | Given the level of No change
in the South Area creates an housing need in Camden | proposed.

imbalance between the
knowledge-based land uses in the
south of the borough and the
delivery of self-contained homes.

it is appropriate for the
Plan to allocate sites for
housing throughout the
borough.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes

to the Plan

Notwithstanding our comments on | Support welcomed No change
mixed use policy H2, we support proposed
part (F) of Policy S1 — South
Camden where financial
contributions towards housing
could be used on Camden’s
housing estates to enable the
delivery of developments through
the Council’'s Community CIP
Programme.
The policy should be amended to | The Plan’s approach to No change
support the delivery of purpose student accommodation proposed.
built student accommodation in is set out in policy H9. No
the South Camden Area. additional wording is

considered necessary in

policy S1.
Given the existing concentration of | The approach taken on to | No change
innovation and research, the the Bloomsbury Campus | proposed.
benefits of co-locating major Area reflects its specific
businesses and tech and life circumstances and it is
sciences clusters, and the high not considered
value/limited supply of land, we appropriate to extend this
suggest that other sites within the | to other parts of the south
south of the borough ought to of the borough.
benefit from the same principles
applied to the Bloomsbury
Campus Area concerning the
delivery of self-contained homes
within mixed use developments.
Employment and Economy
Support Camden’s recognition of | Support welcomed No change
the role of the CAZ and the proposed
Knowledge Quarter have in the
knowledge-based fields such as
medical and life sciences, data
analytics and machine learning.
The Local Plan should apply Self-contained housing is | No change
greater weight to the development | the priority use of the proposed
of these knowledge-based and Plan. It is not considered
employment land uses in draft appropriate to apply
Policy S1, over housing. greater weight to other

uses in Policy S1.
Part (H) of this policy relating to Part H provides for new No change
new employment floor space is employment floorspace proposed

overly restrictive and should be
deleted. Much of South Camden
falls into the CAZ where a variety

and is not considered to
be overly restrictive.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes
to the Plan

of land uses are promoted
including leisure and culture and
food and beverage.

Support Part | of the policy which
acknowledges that the Central
Activities Zone will continue to be
the main focus of employment
development in Camden.
However, it should be recognised
in policy that, requiring housing on
site in these locations is
challenging both in terms of
viability and the potential to create
a conflict between land uses on
already constrained urban sites.
The consequence of this may in
turn be to prejudice the area’s
economic productivity and future
growth, contrary to London Plan
objectives

Comment noted. The
cumulative impact of
policies on development
has been tested through
the viability study of the
Plan.

No change
proposed.

Support Part H and | of Policy S1
which outlines new employment
floorspace will be focussed in the
South Camden area.

We understand there is also a
requirement for residential
floorspace in the area although
consider that employment uses
should carry greater weight in the
CAZ than residential in line with
Policy SD5 (parts A and C) of the
London Plan.

Comment noted

No change
proposed

Support the criteria regarding
supporting the Knowledge Quarter
uses and measures to support
this.

Support welcomed

No change
proposed

Support Part J which seeks to
support the Knowledge Quarter to
thrive as a hub of innovation and
knowledge intensive industries in
line with the KQ2050. Requiring
housing on site in these locations
is challenging both in terms of
viability and the potential conflict
between land uses and may
prejudice the area’s economic
productivity and future growth,

Comment noted. The
cumulative impact of the
policies in the Plan on
development has been
tested through the
viability study.

No change
proposed




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed Changes
to the Plan
contrary to London Plan objectives
and the KQ2050 Strategy
General support for part J of the Support welcomed No change
policy. proposed
Support the policy approach to Support welcomed No change
manage and protect the supply of proposed
industrial land in South Camden.
Support the policies’ emphasis on
the Central Activities Zone (within
which CA is located) as the main
focus for employment
development in the Borough.
Support element of S1 which Support welcomed No change
provides for Bloomsbury Campus proposed
Area to expand its role as the
heart of Camden higher
education.
The approach in Policy S1 (South | Support welcomed. No change
Camden) and Policy S3 proposed
(Bloomsbury Campus Area) to
supporting educational uses in
these defined areas is welcomed.
The British Museum considers its | The Plan recognises the | No change
contribution to the cultural offer in | importance of the British | proposed.
South Camden should be Museum in paragraph 3.1
acknowledged and supported as and the Museum is part
part of draft Policy S1, as it of the Knowledge
mentions the Knowledge Quarter, | Quarter.
life science cluster, Bloomsbury
Campus and Hatton Garden
specialist employment. .
Update part L of the policy to read | Policy H2 set out the No change
... Where life science approach to the provision | proposed.
development is proposed in the of self-contained housing
Camden South area, the Council | in mixed-use schemes. It
will not require the inclusion of is not considered
self-contained homes on-site and | appropriate to add the
will proceed towards a payment- wording proposed which
in-lieu contribution. is inconsistent with that
approach.
Infrastructure requirements
Support points xi), xii) and xiii), on | Support welcomed No change
delivery of the Bloomsbury Green proposed
Corridor, urban greening, and
enhanced access to nature.
When considering development Policy NE3 (Tree planting | No change
sites, any loss of ancient or and Protection) states proposed

that the Council will resist




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes

to the Plan
veteran trees should not be the loss of a tree, group
permitted. of trees, area of
The Ancient Tree Inventory (ATI) woodland and/or
for the area may be incomplete vegetation of significant
and should be reviewed. amenity, historic, cultural,
and/or ecological value
Policies for Hatton Garden (Policy | on, or adjacent to, a
S2), King’s Cross (S8), British development site.
Library (S16), Fitzrovia (S10, Policy NE3 also states
S11), south of Kings Cross (S12, that the Council will
S13) and Holborn (S18) should require developments to
seek to maximise potential for new | incorporate additional
tree planting. trees and vegetation
wherever possible, as
part of a detailed
landscaping scheme for
the site. This policy will
be applied to
development schemes
where applicable. In
addition, individual site
allocations refer to new
tree planting where
appropriate.
Update part S ix of the policy to We propose to add Change
reflect the need to reinstate four reference to this in both proposed.
tracks and a third platform on the | C1 and S1.
North London line from the 2030s
onwards to meet future passenger
and freight demand, and
provisions have been made in the
disposal for this land to be
returned to operational rail use
when necessary.
Entrance to the Camden Highline | Comment noted. No change
should not be allowed on a Planning permission has | proposed
protected park. been granted for the
access.
Support key priorities especially Comment noted No change
the Highline, Bloomsbury Green proposed

corridor, Sustainable drainage
improvements and new open
spaces.

Do not support an additional
bridge over the Regent’s Canal




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes
to the Plan

between King’s Cross and Camley
Street

Welcome that an integrated care
hub is proposed for the South
Camden and Central Camden.
These should be provided on a
long leasehold or freehold basis
and to ensure its affordability and
sustainability should be made
available to the NHS at a
peppercorn/discounted rent.

As the needs of the NHS may
change over time ongoing
consultation with the ICB is
required.

Comment noted.

No change
proposed.

Support aspirations to deliver an
extensive “Liveable
Neighbourhood” scheme in
Holborn. However, we urge the
Council to carefully consider the
possible impact of these plans to
the existing commercial occupiers
along Southampton Place.

Comment noted and we
will pass this comment to
colleagues.

No change
proposed

The British Museum is generally
supportive of the principles of the
Holborn Liveable Neighbourhood,
however, will need to ensure that it
can maintain vehicular access to
its site along Great Russell Street
to support BM'’s daily operations
as well as emergency services.

Comments noted and we
will pass this comment to
colleagues

No change
proposed

Policy S2 — Hatton Garden Specialist Employment Area

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

Strongly support maintaining Support welcomed No change

jewellery workshop space in the proposed

area

The area would also benefit from | Comment noted No change

more residential floorspace proposed

Recommend adding a new criteria | Policy S2 specifically sets | No change

to support the attractiveness of the | out the Plan’s approach proposed.

area and encouraging the
provision of environmental

to supporting the
jewellery industry in




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
enhancements, including urban Hatton Garden. Other
greening and street trees. relevant policies such as
Policy S1 - South Area,
Policy D1 - Achieving
Design Excellence and
Policy NE3 - Tree
Planting and Protection
would be applied to any
development proposals in
the area. No additional
wording is considered
necessary.
Policy S3 — Bloomsbury Campus Area
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
A boundary map should be We propose to include a | Change
provided in the draft local plan to map in the Plan and proposed
determine the extent of the update the Policies Map
Bloomsbury Campus Area thatis | to show the extent of the
defined in draft Policy S3. Bloomsbury Campus
Area.
We are very concerned about the | Comment noted No change
colonisation of areas of central proposed
Bloomsbury by the University. The
‘campus’ feel must not spill out of
the University buildings and
grounds to take over streets and
other public open spaces.
Support the general policy Comment noted. No change
approach, but some aspects are proposed.

unclear and don't reflect the
University's current and future
needs/ aspirations.

There is no requirement for
additional academic space. Post
Covid there is more home working
and the requirement for academic
and administrative space has
reduced. Lots of administrative
space is not fit for purpose, such
as converted Georgian
townhouses. What is needed is an
improvement to the quality of




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

existing space, or the creation of
purpose-built space and the
conversion of existing for
alternative uses.

Overall Birkbeck is supportive of
the general aims of Draft Policy
S3 but considers that further up to
date evidence is required and
reflected within the aims of the
policy. Further there should be
more consideration of allowing for
flexibility across the provision or
changing use of academic
floorspace and a general level of
support for any viable strategy
which helps Birkbeck to meet its
sustainability objectives

Comment noted. We will
continue to work with the
Universities.

No change
proposed.

Welcome the approach in Policy
S3 of enhancing and supporting
the provision of open space, and
streets (including easier
manoeuvrability for walking or

cycling)

Support welcomed

No change
proposed

UCL are currently preparing an
estate strategy which will set out
their aspirations for the next 25
years. As part of this review, it
may be considered that certain
buildings, with constrained
floorplates, may be less efficient
for education use but more
appropriate for alternative land
uses. On this basis, we therefore
request that a level of flexibility is
afforded to such situations in the
borough to promote the best use
of existing buildings, and
consideration to such wording
being afforded to draft Policy S3,
as well as draft Policy SC2 part D
(Social and Community
Infrastructure)

Any application for the
conversion of educational
facilities would be
considered against all

relevant policies in the
Plan, including the Policy

S3 and Policy SC2. Itis
considered that the draft

Plan contains sufficient

flexibility and no change
is therefore considered
necessary.

No change
proposed.

Offering a level of temporary
flexibility for conversion of
buildings to an educational use
would help support higher
education institutions to respond

Any applications for
temporary use would be
assessed against all
relevant Local Plan
policies. It is not

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

to unexpected alterations in considered appropriate to

demand, or support ongoing add wording in Policy

works relating to a wider estate SC2 to provide flexibility

strategy, and request appropriate | specific to higher

wording is considered on this education institutions.

basis in draft Policy SC2.

Part B of Draft Policy S3 contains | Supporting the No change

contradicting requirements universities and their proposed.

whereby it states that academic contribution to Camden’s

floorspace should be ‘consolidated | economy as a key

and increased’ in a way that component of the Plan,

supports the Universities’ Knowledge Quarter and

achievements...’ growth of science and

Birkbeck would wish to note that creative sectors. Any

their experience of the post-covid | application for the

world is one in which their conversion of educational

requirements as a university has facilities would be

changed. In particular, a large considered against all

proportion of work which at one relevant policies in the

time was undertaken by University | Plan, including Policy S3

staff on campus is now and Policy SC2. No

undertaken from home, resulting change is therefore

in less need for physical academic | considered necessary.

and administrative office space,

Some of these buildings are

considered more suitable for

residential use rather than

academic educational spaces.

We would kindly request that

consideration of such alternative

uses is included into Policy S3

where it is demonstrated that

teaching and learning floorspace

is not the most appropriate.

Part B(i) should be amended to The policy already refers | No change

seek improved quality space and to student support proposed.

new high quality space, including | services and other

supporting office space ancillary space.

We support Part B(ii), which aligns | Support welcomed No change

with the University's net zero proposed

aspirations.

Proposals for additional student Policy H9 (Purpose Built | No change

housing in the Area are supported, | Student Accommodation) | proposed.

but should be backed by a specific
target.

sets out an overall
student housing target for
Camden. It is not
considered appropriate or




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
practical to set a specific
target for the Campus
Area.
Criteria C - There should also be Policy H3 sets out the No change
mention of protecting the need for | Plan’s approach to proposed
housing for local residents which protect existing homes.
is equally (if not more) important As set out in Policy H1,
than safeguarding the need for self-contained housing is
additional academic space. the priority land use in the
Plan.
Should amend Part C to also refer | The suggested No change
to any ancillary office floorspace amendment is not proposed.
being exempt from the need to considered appropriate.
include self contained housing.
This area has several notable and | The Plan’s approach to No change
veteran trees, including the Gower | protecting trees is set out | proposed.
Plane. We suggest amending in Policy NE3 (Tree
point iii) to read: Protection and Planting).
iii. Enhance the area’s rich historic | It is not considered
and architectural character and necessary to add specific
respect its many heritage assets criteria in Policy S3.
including important trees.
An alternative amendment could
be to add a new point viii):
viii. Enhance the area’s natural
environment and character, and
respect its natural assets,
including important trees
Support the Policy, especially Support welcomed. The No change
enhancing open space, streets Plan’s approach to proposed
and footpaths. This should go greening is set out in
further and provide more Policy NE1 (Natural
commitment to improved greening | Environment). It is not
of the area. considered necessary to
add further reference in
Policy S3.
Paragraph 3.34 should be Policy S3 supports No change
amended to support accessible proposals for student proposed.

student housing designed for
connectivity to green spaces and
using a place-based approach.

housing in specific
circumstances

provided academic needs
can also be met. Policy
H9 sets out the Plan’s
approach to student
housing and expects
provision to be safe,
functional, adaptable and




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
accessible, including
outdoor amenity space.
No change to paragraph
3.34 is considered
necessary.
We support proposals to improve | Comment noted. No change
public space at Torrington and proposed.
Woburn Squares, but are
concerned that public access to
private spaces such as Malet
Street Gardens could harm their
management.
Birkbeck is supportive of the Support welcomed No change
ambition of the draft policy which proposed
would seek to reflect Birkbeck’s
aims and objectives to meet its
sustainability objectives and
decarbonise its existing buildings
in order to deliver reductions in
carbon dioxide emissions.
Birkbeck would note, however,
that they would look for support
from the Council in helping
Birkbeck to meet these
sustainability objectives through
any chosen commercially viable
strategy.
A specific cross reference A cross reference to No change
between Policy S3 and Policy IE2 | Policy IE2 is not proposed.
should be made in the interest of | considered necessary.
clarity and consistency. This would | All relevant plan policies
note that where the loss of office will apply to any
use is considered acceptable development schemes in
under Policy IE2, the provision of | the Campus Area.
educational uses and student
accommodation within the
Bloomsbury Campus Area, will be
seen as acceptable alternative
uses alongside permanent self-
contained housing.
In terms of Policy S3 (C) which A cross reference to No change
states that housing will not be Policy H2 is not proposed.

sought as a mixed use element of
higher education development, a

cross reference back to the mixed
use Policy H2 would assist clarity

considered necessary.
All relevant plan policies
will apply to any




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
and reconfirm the LPA’s position development schemes in
expressed at Policy S3. the Campus Area.
In terms of Policy S3C, The Estate | The wording of Policy S3 | No change
sees no reason why this Part C is considered proposed.
dispensation from the provision of | appropriate and it
self-contained housing as part of | consistent with the
mixed use development, cannot approach take in in Policy
be held to apply to privately H2.
funded schemes as equally as it is
to publicly funded schemes.
The specific reference to publicly
funded should therefore be
deleted.
It would be helpful if the policy The policy does not No change
could be amended to clarify that preclude proposals for proposed
other types of residential self-contained residential
development providing self- development in this area.
contained (C3) accommodation No additional wording is
will be supported. considered necessary.
The supply of student Comment noted. No change
accommodation is important, but it proposed
is necessary to ensure that the
conventional housing needs of the
resident population are catered for
and not forced-out by the growing
demand for student
accommodation as a
consequence of the expansion of
the student-body
Policy S4 — 120 -136 Camley Street
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Given this is a designated Site allocations set out No change
industrial area, the allocation the Council’s overall proposed.

should include details about
existing amount of industrial
floorspace on site and amount
expected post development

development principles
for particular sites. It is
not considered necessary
or appropriate to set out a
detailed quantum of all
uses on large mixed use




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

development sites. The

precise nature of a

development, including

the quantum of particular

uses, will emerge through

detailed design work

when development

schemes are formulated

and must be in

accordance with relevant

policies in the Camden

Local Plan and the

London Plan.
Industrial floorspace including B8 | The allocation is for a No change
should be retained on site mixed use development proposed.
through co location. which is expected to

intensify the employment

floorspace on the site,

with no net loss.
Should commit in the The Council reports on No change
Employment policies to producing | the monitoring industrial proposed.
a monitoring framework for floorspace in its Authority
industrial capacity in the borough | Monitoring reports
which will help to inform decision | available on the Council’s
making website.
Welcome the references to Support welcomed. No change
improving the public realm, green proposed
spaces and cycle / pedestrian
routes, which will all have a
positive influence on health and
wellbeing
Support improving the public Support welcomed. No change
realm connectivity along Camley proposed
Street
Public realm Improvements We propose to add Change
should explicitly state how they reference to improved proposed.
will contribute towards improved | access to bus services on
access to bus services along Agar Grove.
Agar Grove.
Support the biodiversity and Support welcomed. No change
urban greening requirements proposed.
Thames Water envisage given Comment noted. This is No change
the scale of development identified in the proposed.

upgrades to the water supply and
wastewater networks are likely to
be required

allocation.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental | covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) | Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy S5 104 - 114 Camley Street
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Support a collaborative approach | Support welcomed. We Change
and the criteria requiring an propose to remove proposed.
integrated plan for the entire site, | reference to a joint
but object to reference in the outline permission but
background section to a joint remain committed to
outline planning application as this | ensuring that a
is considered unrealistic and coordinated approach is
should be removed. taken.
Given this is a designated Site allocations set out No change
industrial area, the allocation the Council’s overall proposed.
should include details about development principles
existing amount of industrial floor | for particular sites. It is
space on site and amount not considered necessary
expected post development or appropriate to set out a
detailed quantum of all
uses on large mixed use
development sites. The
precise nature of a
development, including
the quantum of particular
uses, will emerge through
detailed design work
when development
schemes are formulated
and must be in
accordance with relevant
policies in the Camden
Local Plan and the
London Plan.
Industrial floorspace including B8 | The allocation is for a No change
should be retained on site through | mixed use development proposed.

co location.

which is expected to




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
intensify the employment
floorspace on the site,
with no net loss.
Should commit in the Employment | The Council reports on No change
policies to producing a monitoring | the monitoring industrial proposed.
framework for industrial capacity floorspace in its Authority
in the borough which will help to Monitoring reports
inform decision making available on the Council’s
website.
Proposed uses should include Appropriate sites have No change
reference to student housing, been allocated for proposed.
given the proximity to the student use within the
Bloomsbury Campus area and Local Plan. However,
student housing target and would | this site is not considered
ensure maximum flexibility. suitable. Any proposal for
student housing would
need to be assessed
against the Camley
Street Neighbourhood
Plan policy CS HS03.
There is concern for the lack of Appropriate sites have No change
flexibility regarding draft policy H9 | been allocated for proposed.
where sites are allocated for self- | student use within the
contained housing. With Local Plan. However,
reference to draft site allocation this site is not considered
S5, it is important that specific site | suitable. Any proposal for
allocations incorporate as much student housing would
flexibility as possible. Where a mix | need to be assessed
of uses are being encouraged, against the Camley
student housing can provide an Street Neighbourhood
important form of housing which is | Plan policy CS HS03.
in high demand, and has shown
resilience in an uncertain market
Where is the evidence to support | The indicative capacity is | No change
the 750 indicative capacity? Given | based on a design proposed.
emerging schemes a figure of 500 | assessment of the site,
is considered more realistic. consistent with Local
Plan policies.
Support the proposed Support welcomed No change
improvements to the public realm proposed.
along key routes.
Development should improve or This would be assessed | No change
contribute to improved access to under draft Local Plan proposed.

bus network.

Policy T3. A specific
reference in Policy S5 is




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
not considered
necessary.
Should include contributions There is already a No change
towards a new canal crossing to reference to this in the proposed.
improve connectivity between allocation.
King’s Cross, Camley Street and
St Pancras Way similar to the one
in S7.
Contributions should be sought for | This would be assessed | No change
improvements to the canal tow under draft Local Plan proposed.
path as development will bring Policy T2. A specific
increased activity and use for reference in Policy S5 is
active, safe and sustainable travel | not considered
necessary.
Support requirements for tree Support welcomed No change
retention and increased urban proposed.
greening.
Welcome the references to Support welcomed. No change
improving the public realm, green proposed
spaces and cycle / pedestrian
routes, which will all have a
positive influence on health and
wellbeing
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.
the water supply and wastewater
networks are likely to be required
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy S6 Parcelforce and ATS site
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Background context
Royal Mail support the inclusion of | A single allocation will No change
the site as an allocation, but think | ensure that development | proposed.
that the former ATS site should be | takes place in a co-
a separate allocation as in ordinated way regardless
of site ownership.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

separate ownership and has an
extant permission.
No need or relevance to referring | Comment noted and we | Change
to Parcelforce vacating the site in | propose to amend the proposed.
2025. policy to refer to this.
Given the previous permission Comment noted. No change
included a health centre, the NHS proposed.
should be consulted on any future
planning application regarding the
most up to date need.
Concerned about the potential Any potential impacts on | No change
negative impacts on the amenity the amenity of proposed.
of the occupiers of the adjacent neighbours would be
Royal Veterinary College student | assessed at the planning
block and the Bioscience application stage and
Innovation centre during potential impacts during
construction and operation. the constructions stage

would be controlled

through a construction

management plan in

accordance with Local

Plan policy A1 (Protecting

Amenity).
Allocated Uses
The Royal Veterinary College Support welcomed. No change
(RVC) adjoins the site and support proposed
the proposed uses, including
research and knowledge based
uses.
Allocated uses should refer to Self-contained housing is | No change
housing only, not self-contained the priority use of the proposed.
homes Local Plan. Given the

size of the site the policy

also seeks appropriate

provision for

consideration of

affordable housing for

older people or other

people with care or

support requirements as

part of the additional

affordable housing

provision.
Given that the site is within Appropriate sites have No change
walking distance of university been allocated for proposed.

facilities, it is considered suitable
for purpose built student

student use within the
Local Plan. However,




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
accommodation. Student housing | this site is not considered
contributes to housing supply and | suitable.
therefore sites should be
identified.
Development and Design Principles
The reference requiring the We propose to amend Change
involvement of relevant the policy to clarify the proposed.
landowners should be amended to | expectation for a
emphasise the need to coordinated approach
demonstrate that they have been | across the two sites.
prepared as part of coordinated
and integrated plan that
maximises benefits from both
sites.
Housing in commercial led mixed | Meeting our housing No change
use scheme jeopardises the target is a key objective proposed.
feasibility of commercial of the Local Plan and this
development. The requirement to | criterion contributes
optimise housing should be towards this. There are
removed. many examples in
Camden of successful
mixed use schemes with
both commercial and
housing floorspace.
As the site is identified as suitable | Identification of a site as | No change
for a tall building. It is also being potentially suitable | proposed.
considered suitable for purpose for a tall building does not
built student accommodation in itself make it suitable
for purpose built student
accommodation.
Appropriate sites have
been allocated for
student use within the
Local Plan. However,
this site is not considered
suitable.
Reference to intensifying We propose to clarify that | Change
employment uses should include | the intensification of proposed.
specific reference to floor area employment uses on the
site should ensuring no
net loss of floorspace.
The area is not considered to The use of the wording No change
have a ‘fine’ grain . Reference ‘fine grain’ in the policy is | proposed.
should therefore be removed to considered appropriate.
finer’
Remove reference to considering | Sites larger than 0.5 No change
the inclusion of affordable housing | hectares are considered | proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

for older people or other people to offer the potential to
with care or support needs as part | deliver these important
or all of the affordable housing uses.
contribution.
Support requirements for street Support welcomed No change
tree planting and increased urban proposed.
greening.
Infrastructure requirements
Welcome the proposed Support welcomed No change
infrastructure upgrades including proposed.
cycle way on Pratt Street and
contributions to a potential new
canal crossing.
The extant health care facility Comment noted. This No change
permission contained a clause would be considered at proposed.
ensuring the NHS Trust had first any subsequent planning
refusal to occupy the application stage if health
development. This should be facilities are proposed.
retained in any subsequent
planning application and the NHS
consulted.
Remove reference to a potential Given the increase in No change
canal crossing as it is not homes and people in the | proposed.
considered a reasonable as part vicinity of the Canal, an
of NPPF tests for S106. additional crossing to

improve access and

pedestrian routes to

support active travel is

considered to be a

reasonable and a

relevant request.
Given the scale of development in | This would be assessed | No change
proximity to the Royal College under draft Local Plan proposed.
Street bridge access to the canal | Policy T2. A specific
towpath a further contribution to reference in Policy S5 is
improved access to the Canal not considered
should be included necessary.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comments noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.
the water supply network are likely
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding waste water
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed

constraints

Policy NE4 — Water
Quality and Policy NE2 -




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan
* Borehole on site: idris Itd pratt Biodiversity, and would
street (chalk group) be taken into account at
the planning application

* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) stage.

* Protected species: Triangular

Club-rush

* Protected species: Threatened

lichen record
Policy S7 — St Pancras Hospital Site

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Background / Context

Reference in the background It is not considered No change
section to prioritising homes for necessary to add proposed.

the part of the site not occupied reference to this in the

for health purposes should be context section of the

identified as being subject to site allocation.

constraints and financial viability

Reference to the water tower The reference reflects the | No change
being a distinct landmark should content of the proposed.

be removed from the background | Conservation Area

section Appraisal Statement.

Support the allocation including Support welcomed No change
the indicative capacity, use and proposed.
design details.

A Health Impact Assessment Any application would be | No change
should be a requirement, to assessed against Policy | proposed.

assess the loss of vital services
from the site.

SC1(Improving Health
and Wellbeing), which
sets out the requirements
for Health Impact
Assessments to be
undertaken.

Support the inclusion of the site
but it needs to reflect outcomes
from pre application discussions,
constraints of the site and a
design led approach.

Support welcomed. We
propose to update the
policy to reflect updated
information where
relevant.

Change proposed

Allocated Uses




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

Support the inclusion of education | Support welcomed. No change
and research and knowledge proposed.
uses, together with new homes on
this site.
Support the allocation as a mixed | Support welcomed No change
use site including knowledge proposed.
based activities, given the granting
of approval to re locate Moorfields
Hospital.
The mixed use of the site is Support welcomed. No change
supported. proposed.
Given that the site is within Appropriate sites have Change
walking distance of university been allocated for proposed.
facilities, it is considered suitable | student use within the
for purpose built student Local Plan. However,
accommodation. Student housing | this site is not considered
contributes to housing supply and | suitable.
therefore sites should be
identified.
Residential use should be the The policy identifies the No change
priority over office continued use of the site | proposed
accommodation, given surplus for health purposes is the
office space. priority use and the parts

not occupied by health

facilities should be self-

contained housing
Any development must be The Policy identifies No change
residential led. residential as the priority | proposed

use for parts of the site

not required for health

purposes.
All the housing provision should Housing provision will be | No change
be social housing not ‘affordable assessed in accordance | proposed.
housing’ or for sale. with the Local Plan

Housing Policies.
The allocated uses should include | The site is not within a No change
ancillary retail, food and beverage | town or neighbourhood proposed.

and leisure uses to allow for active
frontages at ground floor.

centre and it is therefore
it not considered
appropriate to make a
specific reference to retail
as a proposed use. Any
proposals for retail etc on
the site will be considered
against the allocation and
all other relevant Local
Plan policies.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Indicative Capacity
Indictive capacity section should We proposed to amend Change
be amended to Indicative the reference to proposed.
residential capacity as no other ‘Indicative Housing
uses specified. Capacity’
The residential capacity for the The indicative capacity is | No change
site should be reduced to 110 in based on a design proposed.
accordance with pre application. assessment of the site,

consistent with Local

Plan policies.
The indicative capacity should Paragraph 3.37 explains | No change
acknowledge that a lower number | that the indicative proposed.
may be justified for reasons such | housing capacities are
as heritage policies, retention of not fixed figures, a higher
heritage buildings. or lower number may be

considered appropriate if

it can be justified. They

are indicative only.
Development and Design principles
The approach for the identified The approach and No change
height range does not follow the findings are considered to | proposed.
methodology set out in the be consistent with the
Building Height study table 2.1 Building Height Study
and should be reviewed. methodology. Table 2.1

sets out a broad

conceptual categorisation

of tall buildings, whilst the

content of the

Recommendations table

sets out the results of

detailed assessments for

individual sites taking into

account site specific

factors. The heights are

taken from the

Recommendations table.
It is considered that some text is The suggested ‘missing’ | No change
missing from the Building Heights | text has been included for | proposed.

reference that refers to “additional
height above these potentially
appropriate height ranges may be
possible in some locations on this
site, subject to testing of impacts
on strategic views in the London
View Management Framework

relevant sites in strategic
viewing corridors or
panoramic views
identified in the London
View Management
Framework. This site is
not within those protected

and relevant local views”

views so it is not




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

appropriate to include the
proposed wording.

As the site is identified as suitable
for a tall building. It is also
considered suitable for purpose
built student accommodation

Identification of a site as
being potentially suitable
for a tall building does not
in itself make it suitable
for purpose built student
accommodation.
Appropriate sites have
been allocated for
student use within the
Local Plan. However,
this site is not considered
suitable.

No change
proposed.

Height of the buildings should not
exceed that of the Oriel and
Tribecca, so they are not
overbearing to surrounding
residential blocks and respectful of
St Pancras Old church and
Gardens. 45m should be the
maximum height.

The policy reflects the
Camden Building Height
Study which identified a
potentially appropriate
height range for the site
of 12-45m. The
acceptability of any tall
building proposals will be
assessed against the
allocation, Policy D2 (Tall
Buildings) and other
relevant development
plan policies.

No change
proposed.

New buildings should be limited to
6- 10 storeys.

The Camden Building
Heights Study has
identified this site as a
location where a tall
building may be an
appropriate form of
development and
identified a potentially
appropriate range. This
is reflected in the
allocation.

No change
proposed.

New development must not
obstruct important views and
should be capped at the same
height as adjacent structures.

The Camden Building
Heights Study has
identified this site as a
location where a tall
building may be an
appropriate form of
development and
identified a potentially
appropriate range. The

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
acceptability of any tall
building proposals will be
assessed against the
allocation, Policy D1
(Achieving Design
Excellence), Policy D2
(Tall Buildings) and all
other relevant
development plan
policies.
Want to understand the potential Early engagement with No change
distribution of height across the adjoining landowners is proposed.
site to understand potential always encouraged.
negative impacts on the Royal Impacts on amenity,
Veterinary College buildings both | including at the
during construction and operation. | construction phase, will
Early engagement in the design be assessed as part of
proposals is therefore requested. | the planning application
through the Local Plan
policy A1 (Protecting
Amenity).
The maximum building heights in | Comment noted. Tall No change
the policy should be enforced. building proposals will be | proposed.
assessed against the site
allocation, Policy D2 (Tall
Buildings) and other
relevant development
plan policies.
Should include subject to site These would be No change
constraints and financial viability in | considered when any proposed
design criteria relating to scheme is assessed. Itis
optimising provision of homes. not considered necessary
to add the suggested
wording.
An additional criteria should be We propose to update Change
included to recognise the site is the Policy to reflect this. proposed.
adjacent to St Pancras Gardens
which are classed as a priority
habitat
Development must respect the We propose to amend Part change
Regent’s Canal and protect and the policy to include required.

provide play areas

reference to protecting
the biodiversity of the
Canal. Provision of play
areas would be
consistent with Local




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Plan Policy SC4 (Open
spaces).
Enhancing the Canal and should The policy supports No change
be a priority and creating green exploring opportunities to | proposed.

spaces including a public square
in the north corner of the site.

integrate open space,
landscaping and public
realm spaces in the north
east corner of the site as
a means to helping to
facilitate Canalside
access.

Commercial uses could lead to

We proposed to amend

Part change

unacceptable light spillage into the policy to refer to required.
adjoining residential areas and the | managing impacts of light
canal. pollution on the Canal.

Any impact on residential

properties would be

assessed against Local

Plan Policy A1

(Protecting Amenity).
Policy should recognise the The policy supports No change
intention in the current plan and exploring opportunities to | proposed.
Neighbourhood Plan for open integrate open space,
space in the northeast corner. landscaping and public

realm spaces in the

northeast corner of the

site.
Infrastructure requirements
Policy should include the original | The policy seeks No change
proposal for a canal bridge from contributions to a new proposed.
Camley street. Canal crossing.
Concerned about the potential The potential impact of No change
impact on wildlife along the Canal | an additional Canal proposed.
of an additional canal crossing, crossing would be
particularly given that it is a site of | considered as part of the
Metropolitan importance for nature | consideration of any
conservation. planning application, and

mitigation measures

required as appropriate.
Support the requirement for an Support welcomed No change
additional canal bridge proposed.
An additional criteria should be This would be assessed | No change
included to secure financial under the requirements of | proposed.

contributions to improved access
to and along Regent’s Canal.

Policy T2 of the draft
Local Plan. A specific
reference is not
considered necessary.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Thames Water envisage the scale | Comment noted No change
of development is likely to require proposed.
upgrades to the water supply but

do not envisage infrastructure

concerns regarding wastewater

networks

The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed
constraints Policy NE4 - Water

Quality and policy NE2 -
* Borehole on site: St Pancras Biodiversity, and would
hospital (chalk group) be taken into account at
the planning application

» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) stage.

* Protected species: Triangular

Club-rush Protected species:

Threatened lichen record
Policy S8 — Shorebase Access

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Criteria regarding the historic We propose to add Change
context should include also how reference to the setting proposed.
proposals have responded to the | and views of the heritage

existing heritage significance and | assets.

character and that care has been

given to respecting the views that

take is St Pancras Old Church and

St Pancras Gardens.

Add in reference to including new | We propose to add Change
tree planting in the criteria relating | reference to tree planting. | proposed.
to the green buffer due to the

areas deficiency in tree cover

Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater

networks.

The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed

constraints

* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 - Water
Quality and policy NE2 -
Biodiversity, and would
be taken into account at




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

* Protected species: Triangular the planning application

Club-rush Protected species: stage.

Threatened lichen record

Consideration should be included | This would be considered | No change
regarding the delivery of off-site at the planning proposed.
Biodiversity Net Gains. application stage.
Policy S9 Eagle Wharf and Bangor Wharf

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Increased capacity from previous | This matter would be No change
version would impact health assessed under Policy proposed.
provision impacts. Appropriate SC1(Improving Health

mitigation measures would be and Wellbeing), which

required and should be discussed | requires Health Impact

with the NHS. Assessments.

The policy should be clear that the | We propose to amend Change
two parts of the site could come the policy to make clear proposed.
forward as separate applications, | that the development

in order to not frustrate delivery. should take a coordinated

Also reflecting the different approach and that

landownership and matters of landowners are expected

viability. to work together.

Background section should Reference to sites being | No change
include reference to the site being | in the Knowledge Quarter | proposed.
within the Knowledge Quarter have been removed in all

consistent with other allocations. policies, as this isn’t a

policy designation.

Unsure how the indicative housing | The indicative capacity is | No change
capacity has been arrived at. It based on a design proposed
should be design led in assessment of the site,

accordance with London Plan consistent with Local

policy D3. This will ensure that it is | Plan policies.

not seeking too high a figure given

the other considerations set out in

the allocation.

Should replace development It is not considered No

‘must’ with ‘shall’ to allow
flexibility.

necessary or appropriate
to remove the word ‘must
from the policy

wording. Appropriate
flexibility in the policy is
introduced through the

)

change proposed




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
wording of specific
criteria.
Support the recognition of Support welcomed No change
biodiversity and habitat corridors. proposed.
This location may be appropriate | We propose to add a Change
for moorings. A new criteria reference to moorings. proposed.
requesting consideration of this
should be included.
An additional criteria should be This would be assessed | No change
included to secure financial under the requirements of | proposed.
contributions to improved access | Policy T2 of the draft
to and along Regents Canal. Local Plan. A specific
reference is not
considered necessary.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed
constraints Policy NE4 - Water
Quality and policy NE2 -
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Biodiversity, and would
be taken into account at
* Protected species: Triangular the planning application
Club-rush Protected species: stage.
Threatened lichen record
Protected species: European Eel
migratory route (GUC)
Policy S10 Network Building and Whitfield Street
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Confirm that the planning
permissions 2020/5624/P and

Given the imminent
completion of the

Change proposed
—removed from

2020/5631/P have been development we propose | the Plan.
implemented and construction is to remove this policy from

underway with completion the Local Plan.

expected in H2 2025. Allocation

should be updated to reflect this.

Request an addition to the * Other | Given the imminent n/a

considerations’ section that the

completion of the




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan
site is within Crossrail 2 development we propose
Safeguarding Directions. - Any to remove this policy from
development on this site should the Local Plan.
not result in piling which affects
the planned running tunnels.
Support the policy criteria Given the imminent n/a
regarding greening new public completion of the
realm. Request the addition of development we propose
reference to new tree planting. to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.
This site is within walking distance | Given the imminent n/a
of university facilities and so completion of the
should also encourage purpose development we propose
built student accommodation in to remove this policy from
the indicative uses. the Local Plan.
Thames Water do not envisage Given the imminent n/a
infrastructure concerns regarding | completion of the
water supply or wastewater development we propose
networks. to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.
The Environment Agency Given the imminent n/a
identified relevant Environmental completion of the
constraints — development we propose
to remove this policy from
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) the Local Plan.
* Superficial Aquifer (Secondary A)
Policy S11 — Former Tottenham News Day Hospital
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Confirm that the planning
permissions 2020/5633/P have
been implemented and
construction is underway with
completion expected in H2 2025.
Allocation should be updated to
reflect this.

Given the imminent
completion of the
development we propose
to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.

Change proposed
— removed from
Local Plan.

Request a strengthening of the
public realm improvements
infrastructure requirement to refer
to street trees and urban
greening.

Given the imminent
completion of the
development we propose
to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
If the extant permission is not Given the imminent n/a
implemented. Any new application | completion of the
or modification should include development we propose
similar wording to the agreed to remove this policy from
position of providing support for the Local Plan.
other mental health services.
Thames Water do not envisage Given the imminent n/a
infrastructure concerns regarding | completion of the
water supply or wastewater development we propose
networks. to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.
The Environment Agency Given the imminent n/a

identified relevant Environmental
constraints —

» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

* Superficial Aquifer (Secondary A)

completion of the
development we propose
to remove this policy from
the Local Plan.

Policy S12 — Former Royal National Throat, Nose and Ear Hospital

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Welcome the provision for on site
pocket park and suggest this is
amended to include new tree
planting.

Support welcomed. We
propose to add reference
to new tree planting.

Change proposed

The impact of noise vibrations on
the adjoining UCL Ear Institute
was a critical matter in
determining the planning
permission for this site. A similar
agreement to that approved
should be included in any
alternative planning permission.

Comment noted. We
propose to add reference
to the need to protect the
functioning of the Ear
Institute from construction
impacts.

Change proposed

Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. This is No change
scale of development upgrades to | referred to in the policy. proposed.
the water supply water networks

are likely to be required.

The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 - Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
planning application
stage.
Policy S13- Belgrove House
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Site is within Crossrail 2 Comment noted. We Change
Safeguarding Directions and is a propose to add reference | proposed.
site of surface interest. Any future | to the safeguarding
planning applications should be directions.
referred to TfL.
Support the proposals for an Support welcomed. No No change
integrated, step-free entrance to change to the wording is | proposed.
Kings Cross Station to improve considered necessary.
access. Although implicit, it should
be set out that this will be
delivered as part of the
development as works in kind and
secured through an appropriate
planning obligation.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 - Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.

Policy S14- Former Thameslink Station, Pentonville Road

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

TfL should be closely consulted on | Comment noted. TfL No change

any proposals relating to this site | would be consulted on proposed

as they continue to operate any planning application.

services through the former

network rail station.

Given the constraints and the It is considered that the No change

complexity of the site, it is policy gives appropriate proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
essential that the policy provides direction for the
an appropriate degree of flexibility | development of the site.
on land use and design
whilst providing a positive and
clear direction for the site to be
comprehensively developed
Allocated Uses
Places for London strongly Support welcomed. No change
support the identification of the proposed.
site for a well designed, high
density, mixed use development.
The allocated uses should be The allocated uses set No change
flexible to include a range of out the Council’s proposed.
office, R&D, workspace uses, but | preferred position for this
also hotel and student site. This includes
accommodation and housing. research and knowledge-
The exact land use mix would based uses, maker
depend on which land use spaces and offices, as
performs best in terms of viability | well as housing. Self-
and deliverability contained housing is the
priority use of the Plan.
Building traditional housing on this | Support welcomed. No change
site is likely to be difficult due to proposed.
the site constraints of live tracks,
adjacent late night uses. So the
acknowledgement of potential off
site housing is welcomed.
Allocated uses should be revised | The allocated uses set No change
to all Class E commercial out the Council’'s proposed.
floorspace uses, hotel, student preferred position for this
accommodation or nightclub use site. This includes
as well as permanent self- research and knowledge-
contained homes. based uses, maker
spaces and offices, as
well as housing.
Development and Design principles
The reference to needing to It is considered No change
respect the listed building ad appropriate to include proposed.
conservation area is not required | reference to respecting
as all developments would need to | the adjacent listed
do this. building and the Scala
building, as a positive
contributor to the
conservation area.
The criteria relating including As this matter is covered | No change
housing should reference the by Policy H2, it is not proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

statement in Policy H2 that the considered necessary to

target of 50% net additional non add reference in Policy

residential floorspace is not S14.

applied to publicly funded or

services including transport

infrastructure.

The disused station entrance Comment noted. No change

building detracts from the proposed.

conservation area as recognised
in the Conservation Area
statement. Redevelopment
therefore offers the opportunity to
address this.

365 Grays Inn Road is also vacant
and another prominent corner

The property referred to
lies outside of the

Site boundary
error has been

building that detracts from the boundary of the allocated | corrected.
Conservation Area. Demolition is site, which was drawn
likely to be required for this incorrectly in the Reg 18
building to enable decking of the version of the Plan. Any
rail and tube lines to the rear. The | application for demolition
requirements of CC2 should be of the property would be
applied with a degree of flexibility | assessed against Policy

CC2 (Retention of

existing buildings).
The policy should make reference | The site was not No change
to the site being suitable for a tall | identified in the Camden | proposed.
building, which in this part of the Building Height Study as
area is over 40 metres. This is a location where tall
supported. The policy should buildings may be an
make reference to this. appropriate form of

development, Any

application for a tall

building would be

assessed against Policy

S14, Policy D2 (Tall

Buildings) and all other

relevant policies.
This is strategically prominent site | Any application for a tall No change
and important entry way into building would be proposed.
London. Reference should be assessed against Policy
included to allow for a tall, S14, Policy D2 (Tall
landmark development. Buildings) and all other

relevant policies
Infrastructure requirements
Support the requirement to retain | Support noted. No change
an entrance to King’s Cross St proposed.

Pancras Station.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The re-opening of the station We propose to add a Change
entrance / exit here would need to | reference to the need to proposed.
be subject to extensive consult relevant transport
operational discussions at TfL to providers about the
establish whether there is entrance / exit.
operationally a need for
an entrance/ exit here.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 - Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy S15 - Land at Packenham Street and Wren Street
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Support additional housing on this | Comment noted. No change
site, as long as not luxury housing proposed.
that is often left empty or only
affordable to foreign investors.
Local residents do not need
additional in house gym/ cinemas
or spa areas.
Has the site been considered for | Self-contained housing is | No change
student accommodation? the priority use of the proposed.
Local Plan, particularly on
Council- owned
sites. Other sites are
allocated for student
accommodation.
Additional offices or ground floor The allocated uses No change
shops would be beneficial to the include employment proposed.
area. uses.
Affordable housing must be Any development No change
included to ensure life is bought proposal would be proposed.

back to the area.

assessed against Policy
H4 - Maximising the




Crossrail 2 infrastructure be

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
supply of affordable
housing.
As an adjacent landowner of The impact of specific No change
student accommodation, has proposals on adjacent proposed.
consideration been given to the properties would be
safety measure for high risk considered at the
buildings from adjacent users. planning application
stage.
Development should ensure there | Policy D1 (Design) No change
are sufficient bins for residents. requires the provision of | proposed.
There is an existing shortage on appropriate facilities for
Cubbitt Street that results in alot | separation and collection
of rubbish on the streets. of all waste and
recycling.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints — Policy NE4 - Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quality, and would be
» Bedrock Aquifer (Secondary A) taken into account at the
* Superficial Aquifer (Secondary A) | planning application
stage.
Policy S16 - Land to rear of British Library
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Additional text should be included | We propose to add Change
to ensure no adverse impact on reference to avoiding proposed.
the Grade | listed building. any adverse impacts on
the Grade | listed British
Library.
Allocation refers to the Crossrail 2 | We propose to add Change
safeguarding Direction but should | reference to the area of proposed.
also identify that it is in an area of | surface interest.
surface interest.
Additional criteria relating to We propose to add Change
Crossrail 2 should be included further reference to proposed.
Crossrail 2.
Support the requirement to ensure | Support welcomed. No change

proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
incorporated positively into the
public realm
Any future proposal would need to | Any future contribution No change
have a contribution towards a would be assessed at the | proposed.
cycle hire station as per the planning application
previous planning permission. stage against relevant
Local Plan policies at that
time.
Include new tree planting in the We propose to add Change
green infrastructure provision reference to new tree proposed.
planting.
Would like the story garden The Story Garden is a No change
retained in any redevelopment for | temporary use of the site | proposed.
the local community envisaged as being in
place while development
proposals are being
prepared. The operators
of the Story Garden have
been given a permanent
site at the Triangle site off
York Way and also
operate the Floating
Garden on the Kings
Cross Site, so remain in
the area.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints — Policy NE4 - Water
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quality and policy NE2 -
* Protected species: Triangular Biodiversity, and would
Club-rush be taken into account at
* Protected species: Threatened the planning application
lichen record stage.
Policy S17- Former Central St Martins College
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
This site is within walking distance | We propose to amend Change
of university facilities and so the policy to include proposed.

should also encourage purpose
built student accommodation in
the indicative uses.

student accommodation
as a potential use.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Do not consider the phrase ‘be The wording is No change
sensitive’ in relation to height to considered to be proposed.
have any real meaning. appropriate. Any proposal

would be assessed

against all relevant Local

Plan policies including

those on tall buildings

(D2) Design (D1) and

Heritage (D5).
No objection to the principle of Comment noted. This No change
redevelopment but the recording would be considered at proposed
condition attached to the planning | the planning application
permission should be maintained | stage.
given the social significance of the
theatre.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 - Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.

Policy S18 - Selkirk House, 166 High Holborn, 1 Museum Street, 10-
12 Museum Street, 35-41 New Oxford Street and 16a-18 West

Central Street

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Object to the allocation and that We have considered all No change
the wording has not taken into comments received proposed.

account previous consultation
comments.

during previous
consultations and made
amendments to the policy
where considered
appropriate. A response
to all previous
consultation comments
can be found in the
Consultation Statement
published online.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

This site is within walking distance | The allocated use reflects | No changes
of university facilities and so the planning permission required.
should also encourage purpose uses, which do not
built student accommodation in include student
the indicative uses. accommodation.
Design criteria should be We propose to add a Change
amended to be clearer how reference to the need for | proposed.
developments should respond to development to be
heritage significance, including designed to respond to
taking into account views towards | heritage assets.
and from the conservation area.
We note the Building Height Study | The text indicates that the | No change
sets an appropriate range of 12- decision on the permitted | proposed.
54m. Planning permission has scheme was based on an
been granted for 74 metres, which | assessment of the
will surely set a precedent for impacts and benefits of
future development in the area. that specific development

and it should not

therefore be assumed

that the permitted height

would necessarily be

appropriate for any

subsequent development.
Historic England would lie to The Building Height No change
understand how the 54m height Study, which forms part proposed.
suggested has been arrived at. of the evidence base to

the Plan, sets out

potential heights have

been determined.
Criteria should make clear no car | We propose to add a Change
parking should be retained in Line | reference to removing proposed.
with London Plan and local plan existing on-site car
policies, particularly given the parking.
proximity to underground stations.
Urban greening reference should | We propose to add a Change
include a specific reference to new | reference to new street proposed.
street trees trees.
Support the public realm Support welcomed. No change
improvements contributions proposed.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints —
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 - Water
Quality, and would be




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

* Superficial Aquifer (Secondary taken into account at the
A) planning application

stage.

Policy S19 — 135 — 149 Shaftsbury Avenue
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Theatres Trust support the Support welcomed. No change
allocated uses for the site. proposed.
Historic England welcome the Support welcomed. No change
identification of the site and proposed.
support the intention to retain the
listed building and enhance its
features.
Additional text should be added to | We propose to amend Change
the criteria regarding the the policy to require that | proposed.
assessment of the remaining assessment of the
historic fabric to state in order to remaining internal historic
conserve its special interest. fabric should be

undertaken prior to the

submission of a planning

application.
Criteria relating to retaining the The policy states that No change
cinema / theatre use should be development must retain | proposed.
amended to state that any other the cinema / theatre use
uses should be subsidiary to the and ensure that any other
main use. use introduced should not

compromise or restrict

the viability or operation

of the cinema / theatre.
The criteria relating to any roof The policy expects any No change
extension should specify that this | roof extension to be of proposed.
should be no greater than one the highest architectural
storey and set back. quality and be of a height

and massing appropriate

to the site’s surroundings.

It is not considered

appropriate to specify the

extent of any extension.
Historic England suggest the We propose to add Change
reference to any roof extension reference to any roof proposed.

should ensure any height and
massing should ‘complement and
enhance the listed building’

extension complementing
and enhancing the listed
building.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Not clear what the development is | The policy allocates the No change
for this site. site for theatre, cinema proposed.

and cultural use.
The criteria relating to a roof The policy expects any No change
extension clearly suggest a hidden | roof extension to be of proposed.
objective for a tall inappropriate the highest architectural
building on this site. quality and be of a height

and massing appropriate

to the site’s surroundings.

Any tall building proposal

would need to be

assessed against the

Policy D2 - Tall Buildings

and all other relevant

policies.
Thames Water indicate that further | This would be assessed | No change
information would be required to at a planning application | proposed.
assess the impact of the proposal. | stage.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints —

* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)
* Superficial Aquifer (Secondary
A)

Policy NE4 — Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.

Policy S20 Agar Grove Estate

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S21 St Pancras Commercial Centre, Pratt Street

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S22 6 St Pancras Way

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The site is under construction and | Support welcomed No change
expected to be completed in proposed.

December 2025. The project has
a positive impact on the delivery of
the Knowledge Quarter Strategy.
The permeability of the scheme is
welcomed.




Policy S23 Tybalds Estate

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S24 294 — 295 High Holborn

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S25 156 — 164 Gray’s in Road

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S26 8 — 10 Southampton Row

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S27 60 — 67 Shorts Gardens and 14 — 16 Betterton Street

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S28 — Cockpit Yard and Holborn Library

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Supportive of the overall plan Support welcomed. We Change
objectives in particular to enhance | propose to add a proposed.
specialist and affordable reference to specialist
workspace in the borough, but and affordable creative
concerned this is not carried into and maker spaces in the
the site allocations. allocation.
Concerned about statement that We propose to remove Change
the site is being taken forward by | the reference to CIP. proposed.
the Councils CIP. As this indicates
that plans for the site have been
progressed without Cockpit Arts
(CA) involvement.
Given CA status as long standing
tenant and employer and the
Councils emphasis on protection
of such floorspace, this is
disappointing.
Concerned as to why allocation is | We propose include a Change
grouped with other sites either detailed policy on this site | proposed.

under construction or with
planning permission approved.

in the next version of the
draft Plan.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Concerned that Class E Maker We propose to amend Change
studios and Cockpit Arts are not the allocated uses to proposed.
acknowledged in the allocation include creative and
and should be included. maker spaces and
affordable workspace.
It is vital to protect the creative We propose to add Change
workspaces in the Borough, reference to creative and | proposed.
particularly given the other policies | maker spaces and
S1, IE1, IE3, IE4 and SC2, stating | affordable work space in
there is limited availability. the allocated uses for this
Due to the shortage CA would site.
struggle to find alternative
premises.
The Allocation therefore
undermines the approach of
supporting the creative sector.
The evidence base sets out the We propose to add Change
need to protect creative industries. | reference to creative and | proposed.

London Plan policy supports the
protection and continued growth of
creative facilities.

The employment policies E2 and
E3 support the provision of a
range of B uses, appropriate to
needs the needs of small to
medium sized enterprises and
required reprovision of equivalent
floor space or demonstrate it is not
required.

Cockpit Arts wish to continue their
tenancy at the property, therefore
request the policy be amended to
reflect this.

maker spaces and
affordable work space in
the allocated uses for this
site.

Tenancy is not a matter
for the Local Plan.

Policy S29 18 Vine Hill and 15-29 Eyre Street Hill

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S30 Middlesex Hospital Annex, 44 Cleveland Street

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S31 Central Somers Town

No representations were received on this site allocation




S32 - Chalton Street, Godwin and Crowndale Estate

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Do not support this densification Comment noted. No change
that would result in the loss of the | Planning permission has | proposed.
basketball court and green been granted for the
proposed development.

Policy S33 Birkbeck College, Malet Street

No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S34 Senate House (NE quadrant), Malet Street
No representations were received on this site allocation

Policy S35 20 Russell Square

No representations were received on this site allocation

Chapter 4 — Central Area

In total 350 representations were made on this chapter by 39 consultees. Of these,
35 representations were received via commonplace and 315 representations were
received via email.

Representations on this policy were received from the following consultees:

Adelaide Medical Practice

Belsize Parkhill and Elsworthy Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Bideford Ventures UK Ltd

Big Yellow Storage company

Camden Green Party

Camden Mixed Development Ltd

Camden Town Unlimited

Campaign to Protect Rural England

Canal & River Trust

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum (DPNF)
Environment Agency

Eton Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Folgate Estates

Greater London Authority (GLA)



Historic England
Joseph Homes

Kilburn District co.
KTR Car wash Ltd
LabTech

Metropolitan Police
Network Rail

One Housing and countryside
Places for London

Regal London

St George West London
SEGRO

Tazzeta Ltd

Thames Water

Transport for London (TfL)
Unite Group

UPS
Woodland Trust
Yoo Capital CFQ

Policy C1 Central Area

University College London (UCL)

Highgate Conservation Area Advisory Committee

Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum (KTNF)

Mansfield Conservation Area Advisory Committee

NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit

Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

Context / General

The maijority of development in Comments noted. Other | No change

Kentish Town understandably is sites are allocated for proposed.

on the Murphy and Regis Road development in this area

sites, but there needs to be some | and these are set out in

alternative outlets (Plan B) if either | the site allocations

development gets blocked for a policies in the Plan.

length of time.

Welcome the statement in Policy Support welcomed. No change

C1 that “we will expect proposed.

development to be taken forward
in accordance with the Kentish
Town Planning Framework”, which
recognises that the development
must be “seamlessly integrated
with surrounding
neighbourhoods”.




Map 4 Public and private open The map is intended to No change
space should be shown be used for illustrative proposed.
separately. purposes. More detailed

information on open

space designations is

included on the Policies

Map which is published

separately.
The Camden Goods Yard area The Camden Goods Yard | No change
boundary, should be defined in the | boundary is set in the proposed.
emerging Local Plan and included | adopted Supplementary
on ‘Map 1’ and ‘Hawkridge House | Planning Guidance.
— Central Area’
Para 4.4 Add Hampstead Heath We propose to update Change
overground station. the supporting text to proposed.

refer to Hampstead

Heath overground

station
Need to engage with Camden Comment noted No change
Town Unlimited and Euston BID proposed.
regarding BID area sites
The Local Plan should clarify that | The Canal and River No change
any proposals to utilise the Trust’s | Trust would be consulted | proposed.
land or waterspace should involve | as a matter of course as
the Trust at an early stage. part of relevant planning

applications.
The CYG Framework provides We propose to amend Change
welcome stewardship of the area’s | the policies C7-C12 to proposed.

landmark buildings and historic
roots as epitomised in the
surrounding conservation

areas. However, this is not taken
forward in the Development and
Design Principles for allocated
sites C7-12. Instead, emphasis is
given to The Camden Building
Height Study allowing tall
buildings incompatible with the
paragraphs about the areas rich
heritage set out in the extracts
outlined above.

include reference to
giving regard to the
Vision and Objectives set
out in the CGY
Framework. The Building
Heights Study 2023
identifies sites in Camden
where tall buildings may
be an appropriate for of
development.

Heritage was a key
consideration in
identifying areas of
search for tall buildings in
Camden and formed part
of the assessment criteria
to guide decisions on the
appropriateness of tall
buildings within an area.
Within the Camden
Goods Yard Area sites
C7, C10, and C11 have




been identified as
locations where tall
buildings may be an
appropriate form of
development. However,
the policy for each of
these sites states that the
acceptability of particular
tall building proposals,
and their location within
the site, will be assessed
against Policy D2 on tall
buildings and other
relevant development
plan policies. This would
include policy D5
Heritage.

The vision and requirement for The site allocation Change
new development on sites in policies for sites C7 — proposed.
Camden Goods Yard (CGY) to C12 include a number of
celebrate, preserve and enhance | requirements in relation
its heritage and historic roots to heritage and we
should be re-instated in the propose to amend the
various site allocations. policy to refer to the

vision and objectives of

the CGY Framework.

Policy D5 Heritage would

also apply.
The Camden Draft New Local The supporting text does | No change
Plan makes no reference to the 13 | not identify all of the proposed.
streets that constitute the conservation areas in
Mansfield Conservation Area. Central Camden. No

change is considered

necessary.
Policy refers to the proposed Comments noted. No change
designation of Murphy’s Yard (or proposed.
Murphy’s Site) as one of the
places of ‘opportunity’ for the
delivery of 1750 new homes, jobs
and infrastructure for
intensification and diversification
in order to create a ‘vibrant new
neighbourhood.’
Support criteria A however the Policy C1 sets out the No change
Plan requires clarification on how | Council’s overarching proposed.

development will address issues
of relative deprivation.

strategy for delivery
growth in Central
Camden. This policy
should be read in
conjunction with the rest




of the policies in the Plan,
which together seek to
deliver environmental,
social and economic
benefits for communities
in Camden to address
issues around inequality
and deprivation.

When considering development Any loss of trees would No change
sites, any loss of ancient or be assessed against proposed.
veteran trees should not be Policy NE3 (Tree

permitted. Protection and Planting)

The Ancient Tree Inventory (ATI)

for the area may be incomplete

and should be updated.

Where ancient, veteran, and

notable trees outside woods exist

on site allocations suitable root

protection areas should be

designated, to comply with the

requirements of the NPPF for the

protection of irreplaceable

habitats.

The introductory text to Chapter 4 | Comments noted. No change
highlights Central Camden’s role proposed.
in providing a supply of industrial

land and employment

opportunities and the potential to

deliver new homes, jobs and

infrastructure to support Camden’s

communities.

The large-scale industrial sites at | Policy IE3 Industry No change
Regis Road and Murphy’s in recognises the range of proposed.
Kentish Town are identified as industrial land in Camden

particular locations where growth | and states that the

will be focussed, although we also | Council will manage and

encourage the Council to protect the supply of

recognise the importance and industrial and

potential of other, smaller-scale warehousing land,

existing sites which provide a recognising its value for a

significant contribution towards the | variety of business types,

supply of industrial space in the

borough.

Why is half of the area in Comments noted. The No change
Conservation Areas? This seems | Conservation Areas are proposed.

excessive and makes it more

not designated through




difficult to build new houses we
need.

the Local Plan. The Plan
reflects the existing
boundaries of approved
Conservation Areas.
Further information about
conservation areas is
available on our website
Conservation areas -
Camden Council

Young people are being squeezed | We disagree that these No change
out of Camden by high housing policies exacerbate proposed.
costs and these policies housing costs.
exacerbate this.
Part A - Reference to ‘substantial | We consider it No change
benefit’ to Camden’s communities | reasonable for the proposed.
needs to be justified or removed. Council to seek to ensure
We suggest that the first sentence | development brings
is retained, and the second substantial benefits to the
sentence is deleted. borough. No change is
considered necessary.
Support the general aims of draft | Support welcomed. No change
policies C1 and C2, which identify proposed.
Regis Road as an
allocated site for mixed-use
development.
At present, the policy wording Policy C1 sets out the No change
seems slightly unrealistic and Council’s overarching proposed.
requires the sites to deliver a strategy for the Central
number of uses which are Area. Further detail to
potentially not compatible and a guide the development of
wide range of infrastructure with sites is set out in the site
no consideration of whether this is | allocation policies. The
actually needed or is viable. The plan has been subject to
policy wording should instead viability testing. No
reflect the Council’s up to date change to wording is
evidence base and outline the considered necessary.
Council’s specific requirements for
employment and residential
floorspace for each site to ensure
this is reflective of the Borough’s
housing and employment needs.
Homes
At paragraph D of Policy C1 Comments noted. No change
reference is made to the proposed.

expectation that the combined
sites of Regis Road and the
Murphy Site will deliver 1750 new
homes.



https://www.camden.gov.uk/conservation-areas
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It is also envisaged at paragraph J
that these sites will be expected to
include higher density provision
for industry, logistics and other
employment uses providing space
for, and a significant increase, in
employment, and so forth.

More housing should be built in Site allocations have No change
central Camden. been identified in this proposed.
The plan should go further to area for additional
make it easier to build new homes; however, the
housing units. Failure to increase | highly developed nature
housing supply is why housing is | of the borough means
so unaffordable for young people. | that there is limited land
available for this.
We support the principal of part Support welcomed. No change
(F) where financial contributions proposed.
towards housing could be used on
Camden’s housing estates.
The current Draft Policy appears Policy C1 sets out the No change
to consider Regis Road and Council’s overarching proposed.
Murphy Site as a single entity, strategy for the Central
referring to an overall housing Area. Criteria D states
requirement for both sites within that development in
Policy C1 and including almost Kentish Town will mainly
identical be delivered through site
requirements for the mix of uses allocations at Regis Road
set out under Policies C2 (Regis and the Murphy Site,
Road) and C3 (Murphy Site). which are expected to
deliver approximately
We consider that this approach 1,750 new homes.
should be reconsidered and the Further detail to guide the
Policy for each site should be site | development of these
specific, acknowledging that the sites is set out
nature and character of each site | individually and in detail
is unique and that there should be | in Policies C2 and C3,
different delivery expectations which have also been
and requirements. subject to viability testing.
Policy C1 also states that
Council will expect sites
to be delivered in
accordance with the site
allocation policies. No
change to wording is
considered necessary.
It should be made clear that the Policy C1 sets out the No change
housing numbers set out in Council’s overarching proposed.

Policies C1 and C2 are indicative
and that the appropriate density

strategy for the Central
Area. Further detail to
guide the development of




will be determined through
detailed capacity assessment

sites is set out in the site
allocation policies. The
capacities identified are
indicative and the Plan
sets out that these are
not fixed figures that must
be adhered to exactly.
They have been identified
on the basis of adopted
frameworks,
neighbourhood plan
policies, existing
permissions and design
led site capacity work. No
change to wording is
considered necessary.

Employment and the economy

The Council should actively Policy C1 sets out the No change
support the re-use and Council’s overarching proposed.
improvement of existing non- strategy for Central

designated industrial sites for Camden. Policy IE3

industrial (B2/B8/E(g)(iii)) Industry recognises the

purposes. range of industrial land in

The policy should provide Camden and states that

sufficient support and flexibility to | the Council will manage

ensure these spaces meet and protect the supply of

identified needs and occupier industrial and

requirements. Policy C1 in warehousing land,

particular should highlight the recognising its value for a

importance of industrial sites variety of business types,

within this part of the borough and | while recognising the

the need to support their future opportunities for some

improvement and re-use, given sites to be used more

the variety of existing industrial efficiently to deliver wider

sites within this area. Local Plan objectives.

Support the provision of more Comments noted. Policy | No change
workspaces and homes that are C2 and Policy C3 set out | proposed.

needed in Kentish Town at Regis
Road and Murphys sites but
needs to be done with care.

Both sites should not be
overdeveloped or too high as this
would destroy the important
historic character.

Additional facilities such as
doctors surgeries, school places
and sports facilities should be
provided as current facilities are
oversubscribed.

the Council’s
requirements for these
sites to guide their future
delivery.




Policy C1 should be more flexibly

Policy C1 sets out the

No change

worded to consider the loss of Council’s overarching proposed.
office space. strategy for the Central
The circumstances for when the Area. The Council’'s
loss of office space for other town | detailed approach to
centre uses is appropriate should | managing the supply of
therefore be considered further. office space in Camden is

set out in Policy IE2.
Support the principles contained in | Support welcomed. No change
Policy C1, in particular those proposed.
relating to the Camden Goods
Yard area Part (E).
Part (I) should include reference to | The suggested additional | No change
‘Where feasible’ and ‘subject to wording is not considered | proposed.
viability’ at the end of the section. | necessary.
Part (K) The reference to the Comments noted. No change
protection of office stock should proposed.
be dependent on whether the
building is fit for purpose and
subject to marketing.
Retail and Town Centres
With regards to criteria M, KTNF Comments noted. Policy | No change
has learned through dialogue with | IE6 seeks to support proposed.
local businesses that current town centres and high
policies are making Kentish Town | streets in Camden and
High Street unviable for a number | states that we will support
of businesses, with independent the use of vacant/ under-
retailers and chains not surviving. | utilised properties for
Some compromises on transport | temporary (‘meanwhile’)
and parking are necessary. More | uses that will benefit a
use of pop-ups and meanwhile centre’s vitality and
space is needed to offset non- viability. Specific
used frontages. transport and parking

measures on Kentish

Town High Street are

outside of the scope of

the Local Plan. These

comments have been

passed on to the relevant

Council services.
This policy needs a clause The licensing of premises | No change
guaranteeing compromises with is not a matter the Local | proposed.

residents over licensing times and
night-time noise.

Plan can control. We
have passed these
comments on to the
relevant Council service.
Policy A4 sets out the
Council’s approach to




managing noise to avoid
significant adverse
impacts on health.

The majority of new retail Noted. No change
development in the Central area of proposed.
the borough is expected to be
delivered through development in
the Camden Goods Yard area.
Opportunities for other town
centre uses through allocation of
the site as part of the town centre
would complement and support
planned growth and the balances
of uses in the area.
A key part of the draft The Interchange building | No change
development strategy for Camden | is not an established part | proposed.
is to ensure that all development of the town centre and is
in the borough contributes to used currently as offices.
‘Good Growth’. We do not consider it
should be included as
The opportunity to include The part of Camden Town
Interchange with the town centres | Centre at the current
aligns with the vision for the area | time.
and creating a sustainable place
Recognition that Camden Town is | Support welcomed. No change
a suitable Location for a diverse proposed.
range of employment uses to build
on the innovative and creative
economy in Camden Town is
supported.
Infrastructure
Criteria Oi states - The delivery of | The list is not in order of | No change
step free access at Kentish Town | priority. proposed.
Underground and Thameslink
Station; and Camden Town
Underground Station.” The plan
should state whether this is the
order of priority.
Oii. Eastern access to Gospel The Plan is considered to | No change
Oak Overground. The plan needs | contain a sufficient level proposed.
to be more specific on what type of detail, with further
of access. information contained
within other plans and
strategies.
Oiv. “The delivery of the Heath The Plan is considered to | No change
Line, a new green connection contain a sufficient level proposed.

between Hampstead Heath and

of detail, with further




Kentish Town.” This needs more
clarity about the route and
possible alternative green routes if
the Murphy site isn’t developed
within a specific time frame.

information
contained within the
Kentish Town
Framework.

Ov. Public realm improvements in | The Plan is considered to | No change
Kentish Town Centre. More details | contain a sufficient level proposed.
are required. of detail, with further

information contained

within other plans and

strategies.
Oviii. “The delivery of an The Plan is considered to | No change
integrated care hub.” This needs contain a sufficient level proposed.
more explanation. of detail, with further

information contained

within other plans and

strategies.
Oix. “The delivery of new social The Plan is considered to | No change
infrastructure, including public contain a sufficient level proposed.
toilets, and cultural uses, as part of detail, with further
of the development of the Camden | information contained
Goods Yard area and the Regis within other plans and
Road and Murphy sites.” More strategies.
detail is required of what the
cultural uses will entail.
Support points xii) and xiv) on Support welcomed. No change
improving access to nature and proposed.
requiring urban greening and
biodiversity enhancements.
The Camden Highline can also Comment noted. No change
form part of the green space proposed.
obligations developers may have
with regards to the following sites
C7,C8, C9,C11,C12,C16 and
C18.
Part O - Infrastructure We propose to amend Change
Part i of the policy should be the policy to include this. | proposed.
amended to also include Chalk
Farm station.
The policy should be updated to We propose to update Change
refer to the proposed Camden the policy to refer to the proposed.

Town station capacity upgrade.
TfL also anticipate a need to
reinstate four tracks and a third
platform on the North London line
from the 2030s onwards to meet

proposed Camden Town
station capacity upgrade
and plans to reinstate
four tracks and a third
platform on the North




future passenger and freight
demand, and provisions have
been made in the disposal for this
land to be returned to operational
rail use when necessary. We
recommend this is also reflected
in this policy.

London line from the
2030s onwards.

We support the creation of spaces | Support welcomed. No change
safe and attractive for pedestrians | Policy T2 states that proposed.
and bicycle users. It should be development should be
ensured that development easy and safe to move
proposals improve permeability, through (‘permeable’),
and a map showing proposed adequately lit and well
walking and cycling routes would | connected to adjoining
be beneficial. areas. We do not

consider it necessary to

include a map of

proposed walking and

cycling routes in the plan

as this is set out in other

Council plans and

strategies.
Reference should be made to Policy C1 states that a No change
improving access / exits at key priority for the area is | proposed.
Camden Town tube station as itis | delivering step free
very overcrowded and in need of | access and capacity
updating upgrades at Camden

Town underground

station
Policy should incorporate the We propose to update Change
concept of Camden Nature the policy to refer to the proposed.
corridor in its objectives as central | Camden Nature Corridor.
Camden has a unique opportunity
to plan for nature recovery
networks and greater access to
healthy nature rich spaces
together with the Sites of Nature
Conservation.
Support Policy C1 — Central Support welcomed No change
Camden especially parts O. xi, xii proposed.
xiii and Xiv.
Support the ambitions for securing | The policy makes clear No change
wider infrastructure improvements, | that the Council will seek | proposed.

however this needs to be carefully
balanced with deliverability and
viability considerations.

the provision of, and
contributions to, the
delivery of infrastructure,
from appropriate
development, therefore
providing a sufficient level




of flexibility in its

wording.
Welcome that an integrated care Comments noted. No change
hub is proposed for the South proposed.
Camden and Central Camden.
These should be provided on a
long leasehold or freehold basis
and to ensure its affordability and
sustainability should be made
available to the NHS at a
peppercorn/discounted rent.
As the needs of the NHS may
change over time ongoing
consultation with the ICB is
required.
There has been a lack of The demand for GP and | No change
discussion regarding assessment | primary care provision is | proposed.
and assurance of appropriate being further assessed as
GP/primary care provision once part of the Infrastructure
the project is complete on the Delivery Plan work, The
Camden Goods Yard findings will then form
development. part of the Local Plan
Representatives from Kajima have | evidence base and will
been trying to make contact with inform an update to the
the LB Camden to discuss options | Infrastructure Schedule in
for the modernization of our Appendix 1 of the Local
premises. Plan.
Engagement on this matter is
needed.
The infrastructure priorities in the | The policy makes clear No change
policy are not evidenced or that the Council will seek | proposed.

required to make development
acceptable in planning terms.
They should be deleted from the
Plan.

the provision of, and
contributions to, the
delivery of infrastructure,
from appropriate
development, therefore
providing a sufficient level
of flexibility in its wording.
Further information to
support the infrastructure
requirements set out in
this policy is provided in
Appendix 1 of the draft
Local Plan. The Council
has also prepared an
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan to support the




delivery of the Local
Plan.

Update to refer to the proposed We propose to update Change
Camden Town station capacity the policy as suggested. | proposed.
upgrade and plans to reinstate
four tracks and a third platform on
the North London line from the
2030s onwards
Policy C2 Regis Road and Holmes Road depot
Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Context
Support the approach to delivera | Support welcomed. No change
comprehensive masterplan proposed.
Given the complexity of the land We propose to amend Change
ownership wording should the policy to acknowledge | proposed.
acknowledge that comprehensive | that redevelopment is
redevelopment may come forward | likely to come forward in
in phases. phases and to require a
‘Phasing Plan’
We consider that a We propose to amend Change
comprehensive Regis Road the policy to refer to proposed.
masterplan should a be developed | Addendum to the Kentish
and reflected in a new Town Framework being
Supplementary Planning prepared.
Guidance to inform development
in the short, medium and long
term and inform the potential
capacity of the site, land uses and
infrastructure requirements.
Object to the reference to not Delivery of a Change
permitting applications submitted | comprehensive scheme proposed.
in advance of the comprehensive | for this site is considered
development that would prejudice | essential for the effective
the delivery of a comprehensive delivery of the objectives
scheme. for this site. We propose
to amend the policy to
clarify this position and
expectations.
No comprehensive planning A masterplan is being Change
permission has been submitted prepared as an proposed.
nor has a comprehensive Addendum to the Kentish
masterplan been approved. Town Framework.
Policy should be amended to We propose to amend Change
allow a piecemeal redevelopment | the policy to acknowledge | proposed.




Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

or phased implementation that redevelopment is
approach likely to come forward in

phases and to require a

‘Phasing Plan’
Big Yellow wish to remain on the The policy seeks to retain | No change
site, as they plan to develop their | existing businesses that | proposed.
site for B8 and flexible office wish to stay on site and
space. Currently subject to appeal | requires a business

retention or relocation

strategy as part of the

planning application for

the site.
Concerned about how the site can | The policy seeks to No change
be redeveloped and the UPS ensure that the operation | proposed.
logistics continue to operate. of existing businesses is

not compromised.
Allocated Uses
It is critical to protect existing The allocated uses No change
industrial sites, (especially B8) include industrial uses proposed.
due to the lack of opportunities to | and the policy seeks to
increase the supply. retain uses that support

the functioning of the

CAZ.
Site is considered suitable for The allocated uses for No change
purpose built student this site prioritise the proposed.
accommodation, given its location | delivery of employment
close to other purpose built uses and self-contained
accommodation and as a site homes to meet identified
identified as suitable for a tall needs and housing
building. delivery targets.

The Local Plan identifies

a need for student

housing and identifies

sites where we consider

this use may be

appropriate.
Allocated uses should be The allocated uses refer | No change
amended to reflect the potential to employment uses and | proposed.
for creative and knowledge the criteria refer
industries to be delivered as specifically to creative
included in design principles and and knowledge sectors.
account for a significant proportion
of employment in Kentish Town
Support the employment criteria, Support welcomed. No change
emphasis on retaining current proposed.




Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

businesses, promoting high
density, supporting existing
business clusters and role in
supporting the CAZ
Amend criteria relating to The policy supports a No change
intensifying employment uses to mixed use development | proposed.
remove ‘industrial’ and expand the | to create a vibrant and
light industrial, creative and sustainable
knowledge industries. neighbourhood including

intensifying industrial

uses. This is a key

objective of the Kentish

Town Framework and

Council strategy.
This site provides significant The policy promotes the | No change
industrial floorspace including B8, | retention and proposed.
which should be retained through | intensification of
co location. And because of its employment uses and
location in the Central Services supports the provision of
Area. a range of businesses

including storage.
Indicative capacity
Support the 1000 additional The allocation is clear No change
homes, but should be expressed that the housing capacity | proposed.
as indicative as more housing is indicative
could be acceptable.
Policy should set out the capacity | The policy sets out the No change
for the employment floor space, Council’s overall proposed.
particularly as an employment-led | development principles
scheme for

particular sites. It is not

considered necessary or

appropriate to set out a

detailed quantum of all

uses on large mixed use

development sites
Design Principles
Support the intensification of Support welcomed. No change
industrial and other land uses proposed.
through efficient design and co-
location with housing.
Support the employment criteria, Support welcomed. No change
emphasis on retaining current proposed.

businesses, promoting high




Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
density, supporting existing
business clusters and role in
supporting the CAZ
Amend criteria relating to The policy expects No change
intensifying employment uses to development to increase | proposed.
remove ‘industrial’ and expand the | the range of business
light industrial, creative and premises and sectors on
knowledge industries. site as part of a mixed
use development. The
policy promotes the
intensification of industrial
uses and other
employment uses in line
with our Inclusive
Economy Policy IE3
(Industry)
Affordable workspace provision Affordable workspace No change
should be clarified as being provision would be proposed.
subject to viability as set out in assessed against Local
Policy IE4 Plan Policy IE4
(Affordable and Specialist
Workspace).
Concerned about the potential The policy states that No change
impacts of mixed use development must proposed.
development next to intensive ensure that non-
logistics and potential for employment uses do not
complaints. compromise the
operation of existing or
future employment uses
The Agent of Change principle The policy states that No change
which places responsibility for development must proposed.

mitigating noise on the new
development should be
referenced.

ensure that non-
employment uses do not
compromise the
operation of existing or
future employment uses.
Local Plan Policy IE3
(Industry) also seeks to
ensure the successful co-
location of uses through
innovative design
approaches and to avoid
non-employment uses
compromising the
operation of businesses
in line with




Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
the ‘Agent of Change’
principle. Furthermore, it
is intended that the Plan
should be read as a
whole and policies A1
(Protecting Amenity) and
A4 (Noise) set out the
Council’s approach to the
application of the Agent
of Change principle and
would be applied to all
planning applications
where this was a
consideration.
Support the principle of seeking to | Support welcomed. No change
ensure that non employment uses | Policy IE3 (Industry) proposed.
do not compromise the operation | seeks to ensure the
of existing and future employment | successful co-location of
uses. This should clarify that it uses through innovative
includes employment uses both design approaches and
within as well as surrounding area | to avoid non-employment
in order to be compliant with uses compromising the
London Plan policies. operation of businesses
in line with
the ‘Agent of Change’
principle.
Policy wording about housing Self-contained housing is | No change
provision should be more flexible | the priority use of the proposed.
to allow for a range of types to Plan and we have a clear
reflect the housing needs study. target to meet The policy
reflects this position as
part of a mixed use
development. Any
alternative housing
provision would be
assessed on an individual
basis.
Support the requirements to Support welcomed. No change
provide affordable housing and proposed.
housing for particular housing
needs.
As a large employer in the area, Support welcomed. No change
support the emphasis on retaining proposed.
current businesses on site.
Support but feel the requirement Support welcomed. No change

to provide provision for particular

proposed.




Summary of Comments Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

needs, particularly older people
could be made stronger.
Object to the height being up to 52 | The policy reflects the No change
metres or higher as out of keeping | findings of the Camden proposed.
with the area and would blight the | Building Height Study.
neighbourhood The acceptability of

particular tall building

proposals will be

assessed against Policy

D2 (Tall buildings) and

other relevant

development plan

policies.
Should remove reference to the This wording reflects that | No change
possibility of additional height only parts of the site are | proposed.
above the height range as covered by Strategic
undermines the historic character | Views and so proposals
of the area. need to be carefully

assessed in relation to

this, together with the Tall

Building Policy D2.
Reference should be made to a The policy reflects the No change
medium density development as findings of the Camden proposed.
52m is considered too high. Building Height Study.

The acceptability of

particular tall building

proposals will be

assessed against Policy

D2 (Tall buildings) and

other relevant

development plan

policies.
Support the provision of additional | Support welcomed. No change
access to the Regis Road Area. proposed.
Would support the introduction of | The policy seeks to Change
an access road at the Regis Road | improve access into and | proposed.
estate that would relieve pressure | around the area in a
on Kentish Town Road. number of ways.
Support the identification of the Support welcomed. No change
site as being potentially suitable proposed.

for a tall building and that
additional height above the
proposed range may be
appropriate subject to appropriate
testing of local and strategic views




Summary of Comments

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

Support the commitment to Support welcomed. No change
developing east — west proposed.
connectivity.
TfL support the proposals to Support welcomed. No change
enhance permeability and walking proposed.
and cycling routes to deliver a
positive environment for active
travel
Support diversification of railway Support welcomed. No change
arch uses while enhancing the proposed.
local public realm
Support the promotion of a new Support welcomed. The No change
public square but the location precise location would be | proposed.
should be indicated as a considered at the
constrained site. planning application

stage.
Support the protection of Support welcomed. No change
biodiversity and the creation of a proposed.
biodiversity corridor
Opportunities to increase The policy support this. No change
permeability across the railway proposed.
should be explored.
Infrastructure Requirements
The recycling reprovision criteria The policy requires the No change
should specify that redevelopment | replacement of the proposed.
includes additional space to meet | maximum throughput
the growing needs of the circular | available for the site.
economy
Support the retention of the Support welcomed. No change
recycling facilities, as a vital proposed.
service for local people. Important
to maintain the opening hours or
extend these to improve access.
Agree that the recycling centre The policy seeks to retain | No change
and other council services should | or re provide the proposed.
be re provided, but should be recycling centre unless
subject to assessment of their suitable compensatory
need and possible reprovision in sites are provided
other locations elsewhere that replace

the existing service

provision.
Welcome the requirement to Support welcomed. No change
contribute towards improvements proposed.
of Kentish Town and Gospel Oak
stations.
Policy should specifically refer to We propose to amend Change
potential capacity upgrades at the policy to refer to proposed.




Summary of Comments

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan
Kentish Town station. Funding for | Kentish Town
feasibility work may also be underground station.
required.
Reference to step free access We propose to amend Change
should be applied to the tube the policy to refer to proposed.
station also Kentish Town
underground station.
Support the local approach to de Support welcomed. No change
carbonisation proposed.
Refurbishment of Camden’s Proposals will be No change
buildings on site could be a assessed against proposed.
flagship proposal for embodied relevant policies CC2
energy (Retention of Existing
Buildings) and CC3
(Circular Economy and
Reduction of Waste)
Proposed infrastructure The policy sets out the No change
requirements should be supported | key priorities for proposed.
by detailed capacity studies to infrastructure
demonstrate that they are needed. | requirements and these
would be assessed in
detail at the planning
application stage.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.
the water supply and waste water
networks are likely to be required.
Policy C3 Murphys Site
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Context
Support the vision to create a Support welcomed. No change
vibrant sustainable new mixed use proposed.
development.
Support proposals that respond to | Comment noted. No change
the aspirations of the Dartmouth proposed.
Park Neighbourhood Plan.
Two thirds of the site falls within The policy already No change
the Dartmouth Park contains a reference to proposed.

Neighbourhood Plan (DPNP) area
and so the DPNP should be
referenced alongside the Kentish
Town Neighbourhood Plan.

the DPNP.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
This is a once in a generation Comment noted. No change
opportunity to provide an attractive proposed.
new neighbourhood, that should
focus on supporting a cohesive
community that reflects the
surrounding areas.
Concerned as to how the existing | Comment noted. This will | No change
industrial capacity will be be assessed at the proposed.
calculated particularly given the planning application
recent London Plan Planning stage.
Guidance which potentially could
include open storage space. This
site specific considerations,
including operational railway lines,
access requirements for Network
Rail and non-designated assets
should be taken into account.
Allocated Uses
As owners of the site, we are Permanent self-contained | Change
committed to maximising the homes is the priority use | proposed.
delivery of housing. 750 equates of the Local Plan;
to nearly one year’s annual however we propose to
requirement. The type of housing | amend the policy for this
provided should therefore be site to include reference
broader and include build to rent, | to student
co living, student accommodation | accommodation whilst
and specialist housing not just still optimising the
permanent self-contained homes. | provision of self-
contained housing.
Should not try and squeeze more | The Policy seeks to No change
than 750 homes and 20,000 sgqm, | deliver an employment- proposed.
(existing quantum of industrial led mixed use scheme
floorspace) on site as would lead | that optimises the
to inappropriate forms and potential for the site.
housing mix types.
Light industrial uses should be The policy expects No change
recognised as an appropriate form | development to intensify | proposed.

of industrial use.

industrial provision and
provide other high density
employment uses as part
of a mixed use
development. Criteria in
the policy also identify
that light industrial and
creative sources can
assist with contributing to
the success of the area.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

The proposed uses should be The policy recognises No change
broadened to allow for the widest | that the provision of some | proposed.
amount of suitable employment office space and retail
use including office and research / | may be considered
development uses, education and | appropriate as part of the
healthcare floorspace as well as development of the area.
supporting retail and community However, the scale of
uses. Site should be linked into provision of these uses
the Knowledge Quarter and should not compete with
merging clusters of employment in | or harm existing centres
Kentish Town. and avoid changing the

character of the site
Office and research development, | The policy promotes a No change
education and health care should | mixed use development | proposed.
specifically be included as would that intensifies industrial
be successful from a masterplan and other employment
placemaking and demand uses, together with
perspective, linking the site with homes and community
the Knowledge Quarter and uses and open spaces.
cluster of employment in Kentish These are the priority
Town uses for the site. Other

uses could be considered

if they can be delivered

as a part of the overall

scheme.
Life science should be promoted, | The policy promotes a No change
recognising the demand identified | mix of employment uses. | proposed.
in the Employment Land review
evidence.
Leisure uses should be identified | The site is not considered | No change
as suitable, including a hotel and an appropriate location proposed.
leisure uses (cinema) for such uses as it is not

within an identified town

centre.
Housing Capacity
Support maximising housing Support welcomed. No change
provision on the site through co- proposed.
location.
The site is designated as an The policy sets out the No change
Industrial Area, equivalent to Local | Council’s overall proposed.

Strategic Industrial Site in the
London Plan. Therefore the
allocation should set out the
amount of industrial space
currently on the site and the
amount expected post
development. Policy should

development principles
for the site. It is not
considered necessary or
appropriate to set out a
detailed quantum of all
uses on large mixed use
development sites. The




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

commit to producing a monitoring | precise nature of a
framework for industrial capacity. | development, including

the quantum of particular

uses, will emerge through

detailed design work

when development

schemes are formulated

and must be in

accordance with relevant

policies in the Local Plan

and the London Plan
Design Principles
Policy should recognise that it is As a key regeneration No change
not expected to provide industrial | site, the policy seeks to proposed.
floor space beyond the existing intensify industrial
quantum. provision to increase or at

least maintain industrial

storage and warehousing

capacity and provide

additional high density

employment uses.
If there is any decrease in The policy seeks to No change
industrial floor space the quality of | intensify industrial proposed.
space and employment generating | provision to increase or at
opportunities should be least maintain industrial
considered. storage and warehousing

capacity and provide

additional high density

employment uses.
Support a vision that provides Comment noted. This No change
affordable and start up space on would be considered at proposed.
site. But given the scale of this site | the planning application
a bespoke and creative affordable | stage.
strategy should be required, to
allow an appropriate strategy to be
agreed through any future
masterplan approach
The reference to large floor plates | Due to the location, and No change
and corporate office not be character and industrial proposed.

considered suitable is not defined
or justified and should be
removed.

designation of the site it
is not considered an
appropriate location for
large floorplate offices.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Object to the height suggestion
anywhere in the conservation area
and near Hampstead Heath.
Height should be restricted to a
maximum of 24m (8 floors)

The Building Height
Study recommends a
potential range of heights
across the site and any
application would be
assessed against the
Policy D2 (Tall Buildings)

No change
proposed.

There was no height reference
indicated, which is a critical issue.

Comment noted. The
Building Heights Study
reference appeared on
the version of the Plan on
the commonplace
website. However, there
was a typographical error
in the PDF Local Plan
version and some bullet
points were omitted
including the Building
Heights Study reference.
The text will be included
in the next version of the
Plan.

Change
proposed. to
correct
typographical
error.

Any tall buildings should respond
to the five conservation areas,
create a liveable human scaled
development

The acceptability of
particular tall building
proposals will be
assessed against the
Policy D2 (Tall Buildings),
Policy D5 (Heritage) and
all other relevant policies.

No change
proposed.

Object to the identification as a
site suitable for tall buildings. The
area is predominantly low rise 2-4
storeys

The allocation reflects the
findings of the Camden
Building Height Study,
which identified the site
as a location where tall
buildings may be an
appropriate form of
development. The
acceptability of particular
tall building proposals will
be assessed against
Policy D2 (Tall buildings)
and other relevant
policies.

No change
proposed.

Object to any buildings over 8
storeys and against the railway
line where they will spoil the
views.

As set out in the
allocation, the
acceptability of particular
tall building proposals,

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
and their location within
the site, will be assessed
against Policy D2 (Tall
buildings) and other
relevant plan policies
Development should seek to avoid | The acceptability of No change
clustering tall buildings next to the | particular tall building proposed.
railway line where sounds of trains | proposals, and their
will bounce of buildings and location within the site,
magnify to uncomfortable levels will be assessed against
for wearers of hearing aids Policy D2 (Tall buildings)
and other relevant plan
policies including Policy
N4 (Noise and vibration).
Housing provision should include | The mix of housing in any | No change
a mix of housing tenures and development scheme proposed.
types, including co-operative would be assessed
housing, co-housing and family against the relevant
housing Housing policies in the
Local Plan.
The inclusion of extra care and Support welcomed. No change
supported housing for those with Comment noted. proposed.
learning difficulties is supported,
but will need to assessed as part
of financial viability testing.
There is a protected view from Comment noted. We Change
Hampstead Heath. propose to update the proposed.
policy to mention the
protected strategic view.
The preservation of open views Comment noted. No change
from Hampstead Heath are a proposed.
major concern.
Design of the redevelopment The policy seeks to No change
should reflect the surrounding ensure the design and proposed.
area’s character materials used are
informed by the history of
the site as a former
Goods Yard.
Design should respect the The policy states that No change
protected view of Hampstead development must take proposed.
Heath from Kentish Town as set views into account in
out in the Neighbourhood Plan. accordance with the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Reference to a new green corridor | Comment noted. No change
linking Kentish Town Road and proposed.

Hampstead Heath could include




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

exploring links to Camden High
Line, through signage.
Could include examples of how The compatibility with No change
development could be designed to | adjacent sites would be proposed.
be compatible with and facilitate considered at the
development of Regis Road. planning application

stage.
Concerned about increased traffic | Local Plan policy A1 No change
and air pollution during and after (Amenity) would consider | proposed..
development construction impacts and

at the planning

application stage the

Council would consider

the cumulative impacts of

the construction including

potential impact on and

damage to highways

assets and the need for a

construction

management plan.
Support the plans to deliver Support welcomed. No change
improved walking and cycling proposed.
routes across the site and
connecting to neighbouring sites
as railway and lack of permeability
present significant challenges.
Should provide an exemplar of Comment noted. Any No change
healthy, sustainable and genuinely | development proposal proposed.
zero carbon development would be assessed

against all relevant

policies including those

relating to sustainability. .
A buffer zone should be required The policy seeks to
between the mature trees protect and enhance the
adjacent to the northern boundary | biodiversity corridor along
and any development on site the north of the site and

Local Plan policy NE3

(Tree Protection and

Planting) would seek to

protect the trees.
Support requiring biodiversity and | Support welcomed. No change
note the potential of the railways proposed.
corridor for habitat connectivity.
The policy refers to temporary The policy expects a No change
meanwhile uses; these should be | ‘meanwhile use strategy’ | proposed.

free to some community groups

to be submitted, this
would be expected to




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

respond to local needs

and priorities and be

offered at low cost.
Infrastructure Requirements
Policy should clarify how will the The policy seeks financial | No change
improvements to Kentish Town contributions towards proposed.
Thameslink and Gospel Oak be these improvements from
funded? any development

scheme.
Welcome the requirement to Support welcomed. No change
contribute towards improvements proposed.
of Kentish Town and Gospel Oak
stations.
Funding for feasibility work may Comment noted. The No change
also be required for Gospel Oak policy seeks a financial proposed.
Station contribution towards

improvements.
Support the ambitions to secure Comment noted. This No change
wider infrastructure contributions, | would be considered at proposed.
but needs to be balanced with the planning application
deliverability and viability stage.
considerations including the high
CIL rates, which should be
acknowledged
The reference to facilitating a link | Supported welcomed. No change
across the railway line to link both | Comment noted. proposed.
Murphys and Regis Road is
supported but should note that this
requires land owned by a third
party and detailed feasibility
cannot be guaranteed.
Support the commitment to Support welcomed. No change
limiting the availability of car proposed.
parking for alternative uses and
the car free approach
A transport strategy should be We propose to amend Change
developed to explore new access | the policy to make proposed.
points, freight consolidation, reference to these
servicing and limiting traffic matters.
Policy should recognise the need | The policy promotes Change
for sustainable / active transport sustainable and active proposed.

including delivery hubs.

transport. The policies in
Chapter 14 - Safe,
Healthy and Sustainable
Transport would also

apply.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Network Rail must retain Noted. No change
unrestricted access across the site proposed.
in order to gain access to the
railway.
What improvement to Greenwood | The detail of No change
Place are envisaged? improvements to proposed.
Greenwood Place
required by the policy
would be considered at
the scheme design /
planning application
stage.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.
the water supply network are likely
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding wastewater
networks.
Policy C4 Kentish Town Police
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The site is not within the Regis The policy supports the No change
Road Growth Area, which continued use of the site | proposed.
proposes a housing targets of for police facilities and
1000 additional homes. This will ensures that police
lead to increased requirements on | operational requirements
policing. This station plays a are not compromised.
critical role in this policing and
therefore should be a priority in
the policy.
The criteria relating to Comment noted. The No change.

development addressing both
Holmes Road and Regis Road
and the provision of a cycle and
pedestrian route across the site
between Holmes Road and Regis
Road will impact on the operation
of the site if located to the west of
the site. A route via the Section
house on the eastern side would
be preferable. Or there are

policy does not specify a
route for the pedestrian
and cycle link between
Holmes Road and Regis
Road and recognise that
police operational
requirements should not
be compromised by
development.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
alternative opportunities to
achieve this outside of the site.
The retention of the Section The retention of the No change
House should be removed as itis | Section House is in proposed.
not possible to retain this and accordance with Local
provide the cycle / pedestrian Plan Policy CC2
route and a viable scheme. (Repurposing,
Refurbishment and Re-
use of Existing Buildings).
Any proposal to demolish
would need to be
assessed against this
policy.
A footpath / cycle link to the east Comment noted. These No change
of the Section House or further options are outside of the | proposed.
west on Holmes Road can be boundary of this site.
delivered and would have more
benefits, including more
permeable to the High Street and
being compliant with the
Designing out crime principles and
avoiding a steep slope.
The Section House should be We propose to amend Change
considered to be used as a small | the allocated uses to proposed.
self-contained homes for elderly include reference to
and students, given its proximity to | student accommodation.
the High Street.
Schemes in Netherlands support
lower rents for student in
exchange for spending time and
support to their elderly
neighbours.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
Policy C5 (KT5) 369-377 Kentish Town Road
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The background section should We propose to update Change

make clear the full details of the

the context section to

proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
planning permission and that itis | provide more information
extant for perpetuity. on the extant permission.
The development and design We propose to amend Change
principles should only come into the policy to clarify that proposed.
effect if alternative proposals other | policy will be used to
than those approved were to determine future planning
come forward and not delivered to | applications on this site in
completion. the event that the existing
planning permission is
not delivered to
completion.
The footpath widening was Comment noted. We Change
completed by the Highway propose to update the proposed.
Authority in 2019 and has been policy to reflect this.
delivered. Any alternative
development should therefore not
be required to further set back.
TfL support the widening of the Support welcomed. This | Change
pavement. widening of the pavement | proposed.
has already been
delivered, and therefore
is no longer a policy
requirement.
Any relocation of the existing bus | Comment noted. No change
shelter would require consultation proposed.
with TfL.
Where would the relocated bus This would need to be No change
stops be? agreed at planning proposed.
application stage in
consultation with TfL
The aspiration for the Heath line The policy criteria would | No change
should not be at the expense of only apply to any new proposed.
the extant permission. proposed development if
the extant planning
permission is not built.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.

water supply or wastewater
networks.




Policy C6 — Kentish Town Fire Station

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Support the requirement for tree
retention and increased urban
greening

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

The training tower is a local
landmark and it will be necessary
to keep for practical reasons.

The need to retain the
training tower is a matter
for the London Fire
Brigade to consider as
part of their operational
needs assessment for the
site.

No change
proposed.

Plan should specify what is meant
by ‘alternative community use’

It is not considered
appropriate for the Plan
to specify an alternative
community use.
Community use would
only be considered for
the site if the existing fire
station is declared
surplus to the operational
needs of the London Fire
Brigade. The allocation
reflects the current
intention of the Fire
Brigade to continue to
use the site for a fire
station.

The appropriateness of
any alternative
community use would be
considered against Policy
SC3 — Social and
Community
Infrastructure.

No change
proposed.

Thames Water do not envisage
infrastructure concerns regarding
water supply or wastewater
networks.

Comment noted.

No change
proposed.




Policy C7 — Morrisons Supermarket

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

Context

The background information We propose to update Change

should reflect the latest planning the background section to | proposed.

permissions which have increased | reflect the latest planning

the housing supply. Any additional | permission.

commercial floorspace generated

across the site as part of the

masterplan approach should be

able to use these additional

dwellings to offset the housing

requirement under Policy H2 as

agreed in 2022/3646/P.

The vision and requirement for We propose to add Change

new development in the Camden | reference to the vision of | proposed.

Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | the adopted Camden

and enhance its heritage and Goods Yard

historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning

instated. Document.

Whilst celebrating the heritage of | The policy refers to Change

the former Goods Yard is opportunities to reference | proposed.

referenced, establishing historical | both national, local and

links could be stronger. lost historical features.

The policy and development The policy states that No change

should celebrate the heritage of development must be proposed.

the former Goods Yard more. This | designed to reference the

could include naming of roads, industrial and transport

together with design that heritage and celebrate

capstans, lamp standards and the site’s heritage

turntables used in this major significance.

goods yard.

Development and Design Principles

Support the requirement to co- Support welcomed. No change

ordinate delivering the adjacent proposed.

allocations given the presence of

heritage assets, listed buildings

and conservation areas.

Strongly support the removal of Support welcomed. No change

existing car parking on site. proposed.

A reduced amount of car parking A reduced amount of car | No change

for the new supermarket has been | parking was agreed as proposed.

agreed and will be delivered as
part of the first phase in 2025.
Reference to removing existing
car parking should therefore be
removed.

part of the permission
based on the details of
that specific application.
Reference to subsequent
proposals remove




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
existing parking is
consistent with the car
free approach set out in
policy T1.
The height of the building being The application was Change
constructed is higher than the considered on its merits, | proposed.
Building Height Study range and prior to the publication of
has a significant impact on views | the Building Heights
in and around the adjacent Study. We propose to
conservation area. clarify the position
regarding the
consideration of building
height in any future
application.
Not clear how maximum heights The Building Heights No change
have been arrived at and what the | Study sets out this proposed.
impacts are on heritage assets. information.
The reference to building heights | We propose to add Change
should be amended to reflect the | reference to the permitted | proposed.
permitted height of 56 m height.
Support the requirement for new Support welcomed. We Change
wildlife areas and the potential for | propose to amend the proposed.
improving habitat connectivity. policy to refer to tree
This could be strengthened with planting
the inclusion of new tree planting.
The Canal is designated as a site | Comment noted. This site | No change
of metropolitan importance for is not adjacent to the proposed.
nature conservation and there is Canal.
scope for environmental
improvements to enhance
biodiversity together with early
consultation with Canal & Rivers
Trust.
Infrastructure Requirements
Reference to a new route along The new route is a No change
the West Coast mainline should relevant objective for any | proposed.
be removed as an approved further planning
landscape scheme is being application.
delivered and the reference to the
connection between Regents Park
Road bridge and canal towpath
should be amended to ‘explore
opportunities’ rather than
contribute to.
The application under construction | Comment noted. The No change
fully delivers new pedestrian and route requirement would | proposed.

cycle linkages, therefore the spinal




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

route requirement should be apply to any new
clarified. application.
Given the increase in people on The policy sets out the No change
the Canal towpath this infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
development will bring, it is this site. Appropriate
considered appropriate for a contributions will be
financial contribution to improved | assessed at the planning
access to and along Regents application stage.
Canal.
As a contribution is sought for the | The policy sets out the No change
Stephenson’s Walk, (which will infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
bring more people onto the canal | this site. Appropriate
towpath), it is considered contributions will be
appropriate for a contribution to assessed at the planning
improved access to and along application stage.
Regents Canal to be added.
The responsibility for engaging all | The responsibility No change
relevant parties in relation to the remains with the proposed.
provision of bus stands should be | applicant if a new
on TfL not the applicants. application is submitted.
Access to bus networks should be | The policy seeks to No change
included as part of the design ensure that accessibility | proposed.
principles and the infrastructure to bus services is
requirements should recognise the | maintained
need to protect bus operations,
minimise delays and improve
access to the bus network.
Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change
given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.
provision from all these new being further assessed as
residents? As the closest GP part of the Infrastructure
practice, (Adelaide Medical Delivery Plan work, The
Centre) we do not feel that the findings will then form
impact on us has been fully part of the Local Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the

Infrastructure Schedule in

Appendix 1 of the Local

Plan.
Healthcare provision should be Comment noted. No change
reviewed if any subsequent proposed.
planning applications are
submitted.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. This is No change
scale of development upgrades to | identified in the proposed.

the water supply and wastewater
networks are likely to be required.

allocation.




Policy C8 — Former Morrisons Petrol Filling Station

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

The vision and requirement for We propose to amend Change
new development in the Camden | the policy to refer to the proposed.
Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | vision of the adopted
and enhance its heritage and Camden Goods Yard
historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning
instated. Document.
Object to the inclusion of Self-contained housing is | No change
permanent self-contained housing | the priority use of the proposed.
in the allocated uses as the site is | Local Plan and it
too small to accommodate considered reasonable
multiple land uses and will impact | for any development to
viability. contribute to housing.

The policy recognises

that in the development

permitted, the housing

contribution is included

within the development of

the Morrisons

supermarket site

(Allocation C7)
Reference to setting the building Improving the pedestrian | No change
line back from Chalk Farm Road environment remains a proposed.
should be removed as the site has | key objective for the area.
been designed to improve the This objective would only
experience of pedestrians and be relevant to any new
cyclists across the site and this application for the site.
part of the town centre is not
overcrowded.
The policy should include controls | Any application would be | No change
over the height of new considered against Local | proposed.
development given the Plan Policies D1 —
surrounding conservation areas Achieving Design
and historic views Excellence, D2 — Tall

Buildings, D5 - Heritage,

and all other relevant

policies.
A better gateway should be The policy states that No change
required into the site, given the development must create | proposed.
bottleneck caused by the passage | a new and inviting
under the North London Line. gateway to the site.
Should include an additional We propose to amend Change
requirement to maximise urban the policy to refer to proposed.

greening and tree planting

greening and tree
planting.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change
given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.
provision from all these new being further assessed as
residents? As the closest GP part of the Infrastructure
practice, (Adelaide Medical Delivery Plan work, The
Centre) we do not feel that the findings will then form
impact on us has been fully part of the Local Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the

Infrastructure Schedule in

Appendix 1 of the Local

Plan.
Insufficient information has been Comments noted. We Change
provided for Thames Water to propose to update the proposed.
make an assessment of the policy accordingly to
impact of the site allocation on the | reflect this.
water network infrastructure and
sewage treatment works.

Policy C9 — 100 Chalk Farm Road
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

The vision and requirement for We propose to amend Change
new development in the Camden | the policy to refer to the proposed.
Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | vision of the adopted
and enhance its heritage and Camden Goods Yard
historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning
instated. Document.
Support the requirement to have Support welcomed. No change
regard to areas historic context proposed.
and importance of local views.
Strongly support the policy as Support welcomed. No change
being suitable flexible. proposed.
Allocated uses
Should include a provision to The policy sets out the No change
provide an appropriate quantum of | Council’s overall proposed.

Class E floorspace to allow for
flexible ground floor active uses
rather than just employment use.

development principles
for

particular sites. It is not
considered necessary or
appropriate to set out a
detailed quantum of all
uses on large mixed use
development sites.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Uses that increase activity from Any application will be No change
the current low intensity office will | considered against all proposed.
lead to substantial harm to the relevant policies including
surrounding residential areas. Local Plan Policy A1 —

Protecting Amenity, which

seeks to protect the

quality of life of occupiers

and neighbours and

resists development that

would cause

unacceptable harm to

amenity.
Capacity
The indicative capacity of 100 is We propose to amend Change
supported but should include ‘or the capacity to reflect the | proposed.
equivalent as a minimum’. This recent planning
would acknowledge the link permission including self-
between student housing and contained homes and
private rented housing student accommodation.

We also intend to add

text to the Introduction of

the Plan to clarify that a

larger number of homes

than the indicative

capacity in a site

allocation may be

supported where the

proposed quantity is

appropriate to the local

context and can be

accommodated without

unacceptable harm to the

amenity of occupiers and

neighbours.
Development and Design principles
Welcome the requirements for Support welcomed. No change
high quality design, having regard proposed.
to the areas historic context and
assessing the impact of proposals
on locally important views.
The policy should include controls | Any application would be | No change
over the height of new considered against Local | proposed.

development given the
surrounding conservation areas
and historic views

Plan Policies D1 —
Achieving Design
Excellence, D2 — Tall

Buildings, D5 - Heritage,




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
and all other relevant
policies.
Identifying the site as a high street | The site is within Camden | No change
location is misconceived, it is Town town centre as proposed.
closer to the Neighbourhood designated in the
Centre than Camden High Street. | adopted Local Plan.
The principles should state that Any application would be | No change
the proximity to the Roundhouse considered against all proposed.
as an entertainment venue do not | relevant Local Plan
justify proposals to intensify or add | Policies including Policy
nighttime economy activities, A1 — Protecting Amenity
which will exacerbate existing and Policy A4 - Noise and
noise and disturbance and anti- Vibration
social behaviour in the adjacent
conservation and residential
areas.
Historic England request changes | We propose to add Change
to the wording relating to impacts | specific reference to proposed.
on the Roundhouse and should views of the
include specific reference to views | Roundhouse.
towards the Roundhouse from the
north and west.
Should refer to the historic great The policy requires No change
wall from 1856 that should be schemes to respond to proposed.
preserved. the area’s historic
context, which would
include the wall. The
impact of proposals on
heritage would be
considered in line with
Policy D5 — Heritage.
Should include an additional We propose to amend Change
requirement to maximise urban the policy to refer to proposed.
greening and tree planting greening and tree
planting
Infrastructure requirements
TfL support the public realm Support welcomed. No change
improvements and welcome the proposed.
removal of existing car parking.
TfL request that given the location | Comments noted. We Change
the policy should safeguard future | propose to amend the proposed.

access to Chalk Farm Station to
enable step free access and
capacity improvements if required.

policy to refer to
development contributing
towards a feasibility study
and delivery of step free
access.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change
given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.
provision from all these new being further assessed as
residents? As the closest GP part of the Infrastructure
practice, (Adelaide Medical Delivery Plan work, The
Centre) we do not feel that the findings will then form
impact on us has been fully part of the Local Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the
Infrastructure Schedule in
Appendix 1 of the Local
Plan.
As the site is allocated for student | Comment noted. No change
accommodation, there are specific proposed.
health requirements such as
increased mental and sexual
healthcare. Any proposal must
comply with Policy H9 — Student
Housing
Thames Water envisage given the | We propose to amend Change
scale of development upgrades to | the policy to refer to proposed.
the water supply network are likely | water supply.
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding waste water
networks.
Policy C10 Juniper Crescent
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The vision and requirement for We propose to amend Change
new development in the Camden | the policy to refer to the proposed.
Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | vision of the adopted
and enhance its heritage and Camden Goods Yard
historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning
instated. Document.
The indicative residential capacity | We propose to amend Change
should be increased as design the indicative capacity to | proposed.
studies indicate that around 380 375 to reflect the most up
additional homes could be to date capacity work
provided and more houses are undertaken.
needed to address viability.
Affordable housing for older or The design principles No change
vulnerable people should be listed | already mention housing | proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

as a requirement under the design | for older or vulnerable
principles. people.
Development and Design Principles
Historic England request changes | Comments noted. We Change
to the wording relating to impacts | propose to update the proposed.
on the Roundhouse and should policy accordingly to
include specific reference to views | reflect this.
towards the Roundhouse from the
north and west.
A balance is needed between the | The Plan reflects the No change
need for affordable housing and results of the Camden proposed.
safeguarding the historic and Building Heights Study
landmark buildings. Tall buildings | carried out to ensure
cannot be part of that balance the | consistency with the
Building Heights Study reference | London Plan. The policy
should be removed. makes clear that the

acceptability of particular

tall building proposals will

be assessed against

Policy D2 on tall buildings

and other relevant

policies, which would

include Policy D5 on

Heritage.
Welcome the tall building Support welcomed. No change
guidance proposed.
TfL support the rationalising car Support welcomed. We Change
parking and allowing for propose to add a proposed.
repurposing when no longer reference in the policy to
required. It should be stated that rationalising parking on-
this is when existing permits site in line with Policy T5
expire or existing residents move | (Parking and car free
out with an overarching aim to be | development).
eventually car free. This should be
accompanied by a Parking Design
and Management Plan.
Amend the reference to The wording used is No change
rationalising parking from ‘in line’ consistent with other proposed.
to ‘taking into account’ policies. No change is

required.
Proposals should have regard to Comment noted No change
the location of bus stops and proposed.
stands as necessary.
Infrastructure Requirements
Support the requirement to Support welcomed. We Change
provide additional green space, propose to amend the proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

wildlife areas and the corridor for | policy to refer to tree

habitat connectivity. This could be | planting

strengthened with the inclusion of

additional tree planting.

Amend the reference’ to Delivery of this route is a | No change

contributing towards delivery’ of key objective for the area | proposed.

the spinal route for pedestrians to | and the Goods Yard

read ‘demonstrate how proposals | Framework. Reference to

will help deliver’. This will be “contributing towards

delivered over time and so should | delivery” is considered

allow each site to demonstrate appropriate.

how they can deliver their part.

The provision of Stephenson’s Comment noted. No change

Walk will be critical to the future proposed.

well being of this community and

must be secured.

As a contribution is sought for the | The policy sets out the No change

Stephenson’s Walk, (which will infrastructure priorities for | proposed.

bring more people onto the Canal | this site. Appropriate

towpath), it is considered contributions will be

appropriate for a contribution to assessed at the planning

improved access to and along application stage.

Regents Canal to be added.

Amend the reference’ to Delivery of this route is a | No change

contributing towards delivery’ of key objective for the area | proposed.

the pedestrians and cycle route and the Goods Yard

adjacent to the West Coast Framework. Reference to

trainline to read ‘demonstrate how | “contributing towards

proposals will help deliver’ This delivery” is considered

will be delivered over time and so | appropriate.

should allow each site to

demonstrate how they can deliver

their part.

Given the increase in people on The policy sets out the No change

the Canal towpath this infrastructure priorities for | proposed.

development will bring, it is this site. Appropriate

considered appropriate for a contributions will be

financial contribution to improved | assessed at the planning

access to and along Regents application stage.

Canal.

Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change

given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.

provision from all these new
residents? As the closest GP
practice, (Adelaide Medical
Centre) we do not feel that the
impact on us has been fully

being further assessed as
part of the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan work, The
findings will then form
part of the Local Plan




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the
Infrastructure Schedule in
Appendix 1 of the Local
Plan.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. This is No change
scale of development upgrades to | identified in the proposed.
the water supply and wastewater | allocation.
networks are likely to be required.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C11- Network Rail land at Juniper Crescent
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The vision and requirement for We propose to amend Change
new development in the Camden | the policy to refer to the proposed.
Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | vision of the adopted
and enhance its heritage and Camden Goods Yard
historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning
instated. Document.
The Canal is designated as a site | Comment noted. This site | No change
of metropolitan importance for is not adjacent to the proposed.
nature conservation and there is Canal.
scope for environmental
improvements to enhance
biodiversity together with early
consultation with Canal & Rivers
Trust.
Support the flexibility in the policy | Support welcomed. No change
to allow for continued operational proposed.
railway use or future
redevelopment.
The reference in the Building The potential impact on No change
Height Study to the potential the conservation area proposed.

impact on Primrose Hill
Conservation Area should be
included in the allocation text

would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage, when
considered against Local




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

Plan Policy D5 —

Heritage. Additional text

from the Building Heights

Study is not considered

necessary in the policy.
Support the recognition of the Support welcomed. No change
railway corridor for habitat proposed.
connectivity.
Support the establishment of a Support welcomed. No change
green corridor along the railway proposed.
given the loss of Adelaide Nature
Reserve.
Given the increase in people on The policy sets out the No change
the Canal towpath this infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
development will bring, it is this site. Appropriate
considered appropriate for a contributions will be
financial contribution to improved | assessed at the planning
access to and along Regents application stage.
Canal.
As a contribution is sought for the | The policy sets out the No change
Stephenson’s Walk, (which will infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
bring more people onto the canal | this site. Appropriate
towpath), it is considered contributions will be
appropriate for a contribution to assessed at the planning
improved access to and along application stage.
Regents Canal to be added.
Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change
given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.
provision from all these new being further assessed as
residents? As the closest GP part of the Infrastructure
practice, (Adelaide Medical Delivery Plan work, The
Centre) we do not feel that the findings will then form
impact on us has been fully part of the Local Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the

Infrastructure Schedule in

Appendix 1 of the Local

Plan.
TfL are concerned that the We propose to update Change
requirement for bus turning area the policy to clarify thata | proposed.
goes beyond the existing agreed turning area is intended
requirements and would have to be an example of a
significant financial impacts. possible measure not a

requirement.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints

Policy NE4 — Water




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C12 Gilbeys Yard
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The vision and requirement for We propose to amend Change
new development in the Camden | the policy to refer to the proposed.
Goods Yard to celebrate, preserve | vision of the adopted
and enhance its heritage and Camden Goods Yard
historic roots should be re- Supplementary Planning
instated. Document.
Reference should be made to the | We propose to add Change
Canal being of Metropolitan reference to the Canal proposed.
importance for nature being a site of importance
conservation. for nature conservation.
Welcome the identification of Support welcomed. The No change
particular housing needs identified | specific number of units proposed.
by H6C. A specific proportion of would be assessed at the
the total units should be identified | planning application
to ensure deliverability. stage.
TfL welcome the requirement to Support welcomed. We Change
rationalise car parking on site. propose to add a proposed.
This should also clearly state the reference in the policy to
overarching aim is to be rationalising parking on-
eventually car free and so as site in line with Policy TS
existing permits expire or existing | (Parking and car free
residents move out. This could be | development).
accompanied by a Parking Design
and Management Plan.
Recognition that residents parking | Support welcomed. It is No change
will need to be provided is not considered necessary | proposed.
welcomed as was of fundamental | to amend the wording as
importance to residents in proposed.
supporting redevelopment. Amend
the criteria relating to Policy TS
(parking and car free
development) from ‘in line with’ to
‘taking account of’ to avoid any
conflict with the approach
Amend the reference 'to Delivery of this route is a | No change
contributing towards delivery’ of key objective for the area | proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
the pedestrians and cycle route and the Goods Yard
adjacent to the West Coast Framework. Reference to
trainline to read ‘demonstrate how | “contributing towards
proposals will help deliver’ This delivery” is considered
will be delivered over time and so | appropriate.
should allow each site to
demonstrate how they can deliver
their part.
Support the requirement to Support welcomed. We Change
provide additional green space, propose to amend the proposed.
wildlife areas and the corridor for | policy to refer to tree
habitat connectivity. This could be | planting
strengthened with the inclusion of
additional tree planting.
Given the increase in people on The policy sets out the No change
the Canal towpath this infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
development will bring, it is this site. Appropriate
considered appropriate for a contributions will be
financial contribution to improved | assessed at the planning
access to and along Regents application stage.
Canal.
As a contribution is sought for the | The policy sets out the No change
Stephenson’s Walk, (which will infrastructure priorities for | proposed.
bring more people onto the canal | this site. Appropriate
towpath), it is considered contributions will be
appropriate for a contribution to assessed at the planning
improved access to and along application stage.
Regents Canal to be added.
Has enough consideration been The demand for GP and | No change
given to GP and primary care primary care provision is | proposed.
provision from all these new being further assessed as
residents? As the closest GP part of the Infrastructure
practice, (Adelaide Medical Delivery Plan work, The
Centre) we do not feel that the findings will then form
impact on us has been fully part of the Local Plan
considered and that the Council evidence base and will
should have consulted earlier. inform an update to the
Infrastructure Schedule in
Appendix 1 of the Local
Plan.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.

the water supply network are likely
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding wastewater
networks.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C13 West Kentish Town Estate
Summary of Key Issues Raised Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Welcome the recognition of the We propose to amend Change
need to regenerate the area in the allocated uses to proposed.
accordance with the Gospel Oak | include reference to
and Haverstock Community Vision | community uses.
as this suggests appropriate
health and care infrastructure,
including a new health centre as
an infrastructure requirement.
TfL welcome the requirement to Support welcomed. We Change
rationalise car parking on site. propose to add a proposed.
This should also clearly state the reference in the policy to
overarching aim is to be rationalising parking on-
eventually car free and so as site in line with Policy TS
existing permits expire or existing | (Parking and car free
residents move out. This could be | development).
accompanied by a Parking Design
and Management Plan.
Policy makes no reference to Comment noted. We Change
seeking to retain the established propose to update the proposed.
mature trees on site and a new policy accordingly to
criterion should be included reflect this.
Welcome that the policy Support welcomed. No change
recognises the need to improve proposed.
and regenerate the area in
accordance with the Community
Vision. This document supports
provision of appropriate health
and care infrastructure.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.

water supply or wastewater
networks.




The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
The commonplace respondent set | Comments noted. They | No change.
out detailed comments relating to | do not specifically relate
how the latest plans presented to | to the draft Local Plan
the community failed to consider policy.
the points set out in the master
planning work.
Policy C14 Wendling Estate and St Stephens Close
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Policy makes no reference to the | The policy refers to No change
specifics of the community vision | delivering regeneration proposed.
for a healthier, greener, more benefits for the wider
sustainable and more accessible community that help to
neighbourhood. address the local
priorities set out within
the Gospel Oak and
Haverstock Community
Vision
An additional criterion should be We propose to add Change
added to maximise the retention of | reference to retaining proposed.
existing trees and integrate them existing trees where
into the estate design as there are | possible
many mature trees on the site.
TfL request that there should be a | We propose to add a Change
requirement to rationalise car reference in the policy to | proposed.
parking on site. This should also rationalising parking on-
clearly state the overarching aim site in line with Policy T5
is to be eventually car free and so | (Parking and car free
as existing permits expire or development).
existing residents move out. This
could be accompanied by a
Parking Design and Management
Plan.
The Building Heights Study The adjacent No change
reference should include conservation areas are proposed.

reference to the adjacent
conservation areas.

already mentioned in the
allocation and additional
reference in the text
relating to the Building




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Heights Study is not
considered necessary.
Welcome that the infrastructure Support welcomed. No change
requirements suggest a health proposed.
facility may be needed. Early
engagement with the developers
will therefore be required.
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. No change
scale of development upgrades to proposed.
the water supply network are likely
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C15 Shirley House
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Object to the indicative use of the | We proposed to amend Change
site for offices, residential and the allocated use to proposed.
retail as these cannot all be student accommodation
delivered on this small site. as it is considered an
appropriate site for this
use.
The protection of office floor space | We proposed to amend Change
and the desire to retain the the allocated use to proposed.

existing building, combined with
the massing required to deliver a
viable office and meet the
residential uplift requirements on
site are not compatible as the site
is not large enough. This tension
should be recognised.

student accommodation.
Information has been
provided to substantiate
that the retention of the
office use in the existing
building presents an
issue and that the
retention of the building,
in accordance with Policy
CC2, is the preferred
approach for this site.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Pre application work has indicated | We propose to amend Change
that an office-led refurbishment of | the allocated use to proposed.
the sites is challenging given poor | prioritise the retention of
ceiling heights, location of core the existing building as
and structural limitations. The the preferred approach
existing building is unable to meet | and therefore update the
the essential requirements allocated uses on this
associate with EPC, layouts, floor | basis, based on
to ceiling. The only way to deliver | information provided.
a viable office is to demolish the
existing building but this cannot
include residential uses.
Retention and adaptation of the Comment noted. We Change
building lends itself to alternative propose to amend the proposed.
uses, residential, co living, student | allocated use to student
uses and hotel. accommodation as the
preferred approach for
this site, to secure the
retention of the existing
building.
Whilst not in the designated town | This site is not No change
centre it is immediately adjacent considered appropriate proposed.
and so should allow alternative for a hotel due to its
town centre uses such as a hotel. | location outside of the
town centre.
Unclear how the residential A site capacity study has | Change
capacity has been calculated. been undertaken, taking | proposed.
into consideration the
Plan’s priority for the
reuse of existing
buildings. Further detalil
on the approach taken
will be set out in a topic
paper. We propose to
amend the indicative
capacity to reflect the
change in the allocated
use.
Policy wording should set out that | Retention of the existing | No change
the retention of the existing building would be proposed.

building and carbon is an
important consideration that can
be considered as a material
benefit against other elements of
the Development Plan.

consistent with Policy
CC2 - Repurposing,
Refurbishment and Re-

use of Existing Buildings.

It is not considered
necessary to amend the
policy wording.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Support the requirement to Support welcomed. No change
enhance the Canal’s biodiversity. proposed.
Support the retention of this large, | Support welcomed. No change
tall building, with improved proposed.
amenity.
Agree that the viewing platform The removal of the Change
should be removed and the viewing platform would proposed.
requirement should be firmer. need to be considered

against relevant Plan

policies as part of a

detailed planning

application. We therefore

propose to remove

reference to its removal

in the policy.
Policy should also recognise the The policy seeks the No change
potential negative impact of ensure that the design proposed.
overshadowing the Canal relates positively to the

Canal and any

overshadowing impact

would be assessed

against Policy A1

(Amenity).
Reference could be included that | We propose to add a Change
this location may be appropriate reference to moorings in | proposed.
for moorings the policy.
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 — Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.




Policy C16 Camden Town Station over-station development

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Site boundary should be amended | We propose to update Change
to include the Buck Street Market | the policy and site proposed.
(acquired by TfL) the ventilation boundary to include Buck
shaft and Buck Street. This would | Street Market and the
allow a comprehensive form of ventilation shaft
development and layout of over
station development and play a
key role in the regenerating the
public realm.
Over station enabling Comment noted. No change
development is a key element to proposed.
delivering this station upgrade,
(which is of key strategic
importance to TfL) not only to part
fund the cost of the project,
optimise development but also to
secure efficiencies in the
construction and delivery of the
station improvements.
Full use of available and future Comment noted. No change
funding source such as CIL, S106 proposed.
contributions in the nearby area
should be sought
The policy should acknowledge Comment noted. We Change
the transport need for the have proposed proposed.
development, which has been amendments to Policy C1
proven. to acknowledge the need
for both step free access
and capacity
improvements.
Place for London welcome the Support welcomed No change
policy and the clear expectation proposed.
for comprehensive
redevelopment,
The upgrade is a project of Comment noted. No change
strategic importance to TfL, to proposed.
provide step free access address
overcrowding and address
circulation issues. The upgrade is
essential for the future Northern
line upgrade so of strategic
importance to London also.
Allocated uses
The over station development The policy seeks a No change

should be commercial led and

mixed use development,

proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

would suit office floorspace. Could | that includes residential
attract a major office tenant and a | and has been updated to
range of digital, creative SME include student
occupiers and a range of flexible accommodation, together
workspaces. This would help with employment uses,
deliver key objectives of Policy including maker spaces,
C1. creative industries and

offices. Meeting our

housing targets is a key

requirement of the Local

Plan and this site could

make a significant

contribution to this.
A permanent market use on the Comment noted. The Change
site is not considered appropriate | allocated uses do not proposed.
as it could impact delivery of the include market uses. The
station upgrade. market use provision at

Buck Street is a

temporary use in

planning terms.
A wider range of uses should be Permanent self-contained | Change
included in the policy including homes remain a key proposed.
hotel, student accommodation and | objective for the site,
residential use given the sites subject to demonstrating
location within a designated town | suitable amenity.
centre and high PTAL area However, we propose to

amend the allocated uses

to include student

accommodation.
A residential led development is Self-contained residential | No change
not considered an appropriate use | use is the priority use of | proposed.
for the site or would it optimise its | the Local Plan and it is
potential, given its location in the appropriate to seek to
heart of Camden Town centre as a | optimise this as part of
tourist destination and retail and mixed use development.
entertainment hub.
The introduction of sensitive The policy recognises the | Change
residential uses in this location need to ensure there is proposed.

could harm the continued
operation of nearby uses such as
Buck Street Market and the
Electric Ballroom. Significant
mitigation measures would be
required and may be insufficient
notwithstanding the agent of
change principle.

no harm to the continued
operation of the Electric
Ballroom. The market site
is now within the
development and the
temporary market use is
not expected to be re
provided.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Support that commercial, retail Support welcomed. No change
and food and drink uses at ground proposed.
floor would contribute to the vitality
and viability of the town centre,
but should be widened to flexible
E class (a-f) to take account of
changing market behaviour
Site is suitable for hotel and visitor | Self-contained residential | No change
accommodation and Draft Local use is the priority use of | proposed.
Plan policy IES seeks to steer the Plan. The allocation
these uses to CAZ and town therefore sets out our
centre locations and is highly preferred approach for
accessible. this site to help meet our
housing targets, which a
hotel use would not.
Site is suitable for student We propose to amend Change
accommodation in accordance the allocated uses to proposed.
with Draft Local Plan Policy H9. include student
The site is highly accessible and accommodation.
within easy reach of higher
education institutions and
universities. Student
accommodation here would help
ease pressure on wider private
rental properties.
It is unclear as to whether all the The policies set out the No change
indicative uses are expected to be | Council’s preferred proposed.
provided on site or whether these | approach to the
are just considered suitable. If all | development of the
are expected, residential uses allocated sites to ensure
should be removed that they deliver the
objectives of this Local
Plan and meet the needs
of the local community.
Self-contained residential
is the priority use for the
Plan and key
development sites and so
would be expected on
this site.
This site is adjacent to site Comment noted. The No change
allocation C20 — Grand Union sites are in different proposed.

House. This site C16 would be
most suitable for offices above the
station and C20 could be suitable
for hotel / student uses.

ownership. Also site, C20
has been granted
planning permission for
alternative uses.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Support the allocation, any We propose to amend Change
housing should be subject to the policy to include a proposed.
suitable noise mitigation measures | criteria to ensure
due to the location above the residential
station and adjacent uses. accommodation is

designed to take account

of the station entrance

and pedestrian activity.

Any application would be

considered against Policy

A1 (Protecting Amenity)

and Policy A4 - Noise and

Vibration.
Indicative capacity
Policy H2 requirement for 50% net | Comment noted. This No change
additional non-residential would be considered at proposed.
floorspace is not applied to the planning application
development that are publicly stage, and it is not
funded including transport considered necessary not
infrastructure. This should be include in the policy.
made clear in the policy.
The indicative capacity of 60 Given the increased site | Change
homes is considered challenging area, we propose to proposed.
given the constraints of the site. amend the indicative

capacity to 110 homes,

based on site capacity

assessment work.
Development and Design Principles
Policy should make clear that The policy recognises No change
demolition of all buildings will be that demolition may not proposed.
required to deliver the new station | require planning
due to the complexity of the permission if a Transport
project and constrained work site. | and Works Act Order is

made. However, if

permission is required,

demolition is unlikely to

be acceptable without the

station improvements

coming forward on the

site.
The station entrance location is We propose to update Change
still subject to design and testing the policy to ensure proposed.

and could be changed from Buck
Street to Camden High Street. It
would still be predicated on
providing a public space and

flexibility for the location
of the entrance whilst
ensuring that it is




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the

Plan

public realm improvements. The designed in coordination

allocation should allow flexibility to | with a new civic space.

ensure the most efficient and

viable position can be agreed as

part of the wider development

potential

The site is not identified as a The policy reflects the

location where a tall building may | Camden Building Heights

be appropriate and is in an area Study did not identify the

that defines a tall building as being | site as having potential

over 30 metres. This fails to for a tall building. Any

recognise or optimise the application for a tall

development opportunity building on this site would

presented by an over station be assessed against the

development and would make Local Plan Policy D2 —

delivery harder to achieve. Tall Buildings and all

The site offers the opportunity for | other relevant policies.

a well-designed landmark building,

rising above the prevailing

context, helping with way finding

and improving legibility.

Higher massing could be achieved

away from key views within the

conservation area. The policy

should recognise the potential for

a building over 30 metres

The Tall Building study recognises | The Building Heights No change

the potential for a distinctive larger | Study is an evidence proposed.

building as part of a document that was

comprehensive over station published in 2024. It is

development. This study should not possible to amend its

be amended to include the site as | contents at this stage.

an appropriate location for a tall

building and set an appropriate

height range but not a maximum.

Infrastructure requirements

TfL acknowledge that Comment noted. No change

development of this site alone is proposed.

unlikely to deliver the station
upgrade and so should be
designed so as not to preclude the
full station as and when funding is
available and should provide a
financial contribution towards
delivery of the station capacity
upgrade.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Add a new criteria given the area’s | We propose to update Change
deficiency in tree cover, to the policy refer to proposed.
maximise the potential for urban greening measures
greening, including new tree including tree planting.
planting
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comments noted. Thisis | No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C17 UCL Campus, 109 Camden Road
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The indicative capacity is The indicative capacity No change
significantly below the capacity on this site is based on proposed.
that could be accommodated on the retention and
site through a redevelopment extension of existing
proposal. buildings. Where
substantial demolition is
proposed this will need to
be justified in accordance
with Policy CC2
(Retention of Existing
Buildings)
Support the requirement to retain | Support welcomed. No change
trees and increased urban proposed.
greening.
Support the requirements to retain | Support noted. We Change
green spaces and sports facilities. | propose to remove proposed.
reference to sports
facilities as they are
outside of the site area.
Student accommodation has Comment noted. Any No change
specific health requirements and application would be proposed.

should comply with policy H9.

considered against all
relevant Local Plan
policies.




affordable housing and other

criteria to include student
accommodation,

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Thames Water envisage given the | Comment noted. We Change
scale of development upgrades to | propose to update the proposed.
the water supply network are likely | policy to reflect this.
to be required. But raise no
concerns regarding wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.
constraints Policy NE4 — Water
» Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive) Quiality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.
Policy C18 Arlington Road former depot site
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
The proposed uses should be We propose to amend Change
amended to include student the allocated uses to proposed.
accommodation given the include student
forecasted demands for student accommodation.
housing in the borough and the
potential impact of providing
purpose built student
accommodation on helping limit
wider pressures on the wider
rental market
The indicative residential capacity | We propose to amend Change
should be revised to say 66 as a the capacity to 63 to proposed.
minimum, allowing for flexibility reflect site capacity work
and a design-led approach. undertaken. It remains an
indicative figure.
Remove the reference to ‘existing’ | We propose to amend Change
and just refer to future the policy to remove proposed.
employment uses when ensuring | reference to existing
the operation of employment uses | employment use as the
are not compromised by the site is vacant.
introduction of housing
Remove reference to the public This is relevant No change
house being locally listed contextual information. proposed.
Include reference to optimising the | We propose to amend Change
opportunities for the site to provide | the allocated uses and proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

types of self-contained and affordable housing would
student accommodation be sought as appropriate

in accordance with Policy

H4 (Maximising

Affordable Housing).
The site could be suitable for a tall | The allocation reflects the | No change
building over 30 meters, subject to | findings of the Camden proposed.
design heritage and townscape Building Height Study
testing. This should be recognised | which did not identify the
in the criteria site as a location where

tall buildings may be an

appropriate form of

development. Any

application for a tall

building would be

assessed against Policy

D2 (Tall Buildings)
Should include a new criteria We propose to amend Change
relating to maximising the the policy to refer to tree | proposed.
potential for urban greening planting
including new tree planting given
the areas deficiency in tree cover
Thames Water do not envisage Comment noted. No change
infrastructure concerns regarding proposed.
water supply or wastewater
networks.
The Environment Agency Comment noted. This is No change
identified relevant Environmental covered by Local Plan proposed.

constraints
* Bedrock Aquifer (unproductive)

Policy NE4 — Water
Quality, and would be
taken into account at the
planning application
stage.

Policy C19 Highgate Centre

No representations were received on Policy C19.

Policy C20 Grand Union House, 18-20 Kentish Town Road

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Site has a resolution to grant Noted. No change
planning permission for increase proposed.

in office, flexible class E use and




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to the
Plan

residential use. It would bring an
active frontage to Kentish Town
Road on a key site in the town
centre, connecting Kentish Town
Road, to Camden Town station
and Regents Canal.
Site Policy needs to be more The proposed uses No change
flexible to ensure it does not reflect the approved proposed.
hinder appropriate and viable uses | planning permission.
coming forward
Site uses should be widened to The allocated uses set No change
include wider uses including a out the Council’'s proposed.
hotel, student accommodation and | preferred uses for this
employment uses (light industrial / | site.
warehousing)
A hotel use is appropriate as the Self-contained residential | No change
site is within the town centre and a | use is the priority use of | proposed.
highly accessible location in the Local Plan to help
accordance with Local Plan policy | meet the housing targets.
IES5. It would create job The site is not considered
opportunities and provide natural | appropriate for a hotel
surveillance and a 24 hour use Policy H1
economy (Maximising Housing

Supply) seeks to resist

the alternative

development of sites

identified for housing

through a current

planning permission,

unless it can be

demonstrated to the

Councils satisfaction that

the site is no longer

developable for housing.
Site is suitable for student This site has a No change
accommodation as highly permission for self- proposed.
accessible and could help meet contained residential use,
the identified student need in which is the priority use
Local Plan Policy H9. of the Local Plan. Other

site allocations include

student accommodation

to help meet need.
Site is suitable for light industrial The Allocated uses for No change
or warehousing as has a lawful this site include proposed.

commercial use, potentially self-
storage. It has purpose built on
site servicing / loading bays. It

employment uses.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

could support local start-up
businesses.

Policy C21 Heybridge Garages

No representations were received on this site allocation.

Policy C22 Former flats 121 — 129 Bacton, Haverstock Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

The Building Height Study
reference should include
reference to the adjacent
conservation areas.

The Building Heights
Study is an evidence
document, which has
already been published.
The potential impact on
the conservation area
would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage, when
considered against Local
Plan Policy D5 —
Heritage. Additional text
is not considered
necessary in the policy

No change
proposed.

The building height should be
restricted to 8 storeys only as this
has been subject to extensive
consultation.

The site allocation
reflects the findings of the
Camden Building Heights
Study, which sets out a
potential range, based on
an assessment of
relevant criteria.

No change
proposed.

Policy C23 Former Charlie Ratchford

No representations were received on this site allocation.

Policy C24 52 Avenue Road

No representations were received on this site allocation.

Policy C25 5 — 17 Haverstock Hill




No representations were received on this site allocation.

Chapter 5 — West Camden

In total 135 representations were made on the West Camden chapter. Of these, 9
representations were received via commonplace and 126 representations were

received via email.

Representations on this policy were received from the following consultees:

Essential Living
Lifecare Residential Itd
Woodland Trust

Thames Water
Environment Agency
Thames Water
Narrowpack

LS Finchley Road Ltd

Members of the public

General comments

Stadium Capital Holdings

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)

Hampstead Asset Management Ltd
Transport for London (TfL)
NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit (HUDU)

Gondar and Agamemnon Residents’ Association (GARA)

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

The High Street needs to
be improved, to address
problems of too many
vehicles, narrow
pavements, parking on
pavements and poor
cycle parking provision.

Comments noted. Policy
W1 states that
improvements to the
street environment and
public realm around the
three West Hampstead
stations and along West
End Lane, Blackburn
Road and Finchley Road,
is a key priority for the
Council.

No change proposed

Camden should work with
TfL to address the
overcrowding issues at
West Hampstead tube
station by increasing
trains and platforms to
manage the increased

The delivery of a new link
| step free access into
West Hampstead and/or
Finchley Road
Underground stations is
designed to help address
capacity issues at these
stations. We are not

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

population rise from the
02 development.
Camden should work with
TfL to bring the
Metropolitan line to West
Hampstead and increase
trains and platforms to
manage the significant
increase in population
expected in West
Hampstead.

aware of any plans to
bring the Metropolitan
Line to West
Hampstead.

No residential or private
parking should be allowed
as part of the
redevelopment and the
roads should be
improved.

Policy T5 of the Local
Plan seeks to ensure that
new development is car
free to reduce car
ownership and vehicle
use.

No change proposed

Should invest in the area
for existing residents
before increasing the
residents.

Comments noted. Policy
W1 sets out the key
infrastructure priorities for
the area, required to
support the delivery of
development and provide
the services and facilities
needed for the areas
communities.

No change proposed

There are too many new
residential blocks being
built, changing the
character of the area and
insufficient amenities
being provided. The area
needs more shops,
restaurants to support a
vibrant community.

Comments noted. Policy
W1 sets out the Council’s
overarching strategy for
the area and includes a
number of key
infrastructure priorities to
support the delivery of
development and provide
the services and facilities
needed for the areas
communities.

No change proposed

The busy nature of the
Kilburn High Road (A5)
makes it difficult for
people to access both
sides on the street. New
development should not
add to traffic on both

Comments noted. Policy
T5 of the Local Plan
seeks to ensure that new
development is car free to
reduce car ownership and
vehicle use.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Kilburn and Finchley
Road.

Prioritise local people on
Kilburn High Road.

Camden must work with
Thames water to ensure
the Victorian sewage
pipes are replaced to
prevent repeated flooding
of properties on Belsize
Road and to reduce leaks
on West End Lane.

Comments noted. We
have consulted Thames
Water as part of the
preparation of the Local
Plan.

No change proposed

The existing community
centres in the area should
be supported, particularly
as the population of the
area grows.

Comments noted. Policy
SC2 seeks protect
existing community
centres in Camden.

No change proposed

There needs to be a
significant reduction in car
traffic for the whole area
and particularly West End
Lane.

Ways to deliver this could
include bus gates and
other filters. Or making
the one way slip road at
West End Green into a
public space with SUDS.
Removing through traffic
from the Iverson Road /
West End Lane junction
should be considered.

Comments noted. Policy
W1 states that
improvements to the
street environment and
public realm around the
three West Hampstead
stations and along West
End Lane, Blackburn
Road and Finchley Road,
is a key priority for the
Council.

No change proposed

Options should be
considered such a bus
gates and filters to
significantly reduce traffic
on West End Lane.

Comments noted.

No change proposed

Could convert the one
way slip road at Wet End
Green into public open
space to provide more
greening and sustainable
drainage.

Comments noted.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Should investigate
removing through traffic
from the Iverson Road
and West End Lane
junction.

Comments noted.

No change proposed

Welcome the prioritisation
of public realm
improvements in, around
and between West End
Lane and Finchley Road.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

The pedestrian subway
outside Finchley Road
station and pavements
around the station should
be included as part of the
public realm
improvements as it could
assist with improving
access and reducing
congestion that will arise
from the additional
footfall.

Policy W1 Infrastructure
section refers to
improvements to the
street environments
around the stations and
Finchley Road.

No change proposed

Investigate options to
improve the West End
Lane and Broadhurst
Gardens intersections to
prioritise pedestrians.
Could all traffic lights be
replaced with zebra
crossings in front of the
stations.

Policy W1 states that the
creation of attractive and
safer walking, wheeling
and cycling routes both
into and through the area
is a key priority for the
Council.

No change proposed

Consider including
Granny Dripping Steps as
an additional entry/exit to
the tube station to
alleviate existing

Policy W2 for the O2
Centre, car park, car
showrooms and 14
Blackburn Road seeks to
secure physical

No change proposed

bottlenecks. improvements to Billy
Fury Way and Granny
Dripping steps to improve
access into the site.
Use this opportunity to Policy W1 states that the | No change proposed

prioritise cycling on West
End Lane to Finchley

creation of attractive and
safer walking, wheeling




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Road and to the wider
area through to Camden
Town and Maida Vale.

and cycling routes both
into and through the area
is a key priority for the
Council.

Seek to improve the
public Square by the
Overground Station with
more benches, planters
another public realm
improvements.

Policy W1 states that
improvements to the
street environment and
public realm around the
three West Hampstead
stations is a key priority
for the Council.

No change proposed

The area is already
hugely overcrowded and
there is no capacity for
more housing, without
destroying the character
of the area and a
deterioration of services
and amenities.

Comments noted.

No change proposed

Investigate options to
improve the West End
Lane and Broadhurst
Gardens intersections to
prioritise pedestrians.
Could all traffic lights be
replaced with zebra
crossings in front of the
stations.

Policy W1 states that the
creation of attractive and
safer walking, wheeling
and cycling routes both
into and through the area
is a key priority for the
Council.

No change proposed

Consider including
Granny Dripping Steps as
an additional entry/exit to
the tube station to
alleviate existing

Policy W2 for the O2
Centre, car park, car
showrooms and 14
Blackburn Road seeks to
secure physical

No change proposed

bottlenecks. improvements to Billy
Fury Way and Granny
Dripping steps to improve
access into the site.
Use this opportunity to Policy W1 states that the | No change proposed

prioritise cycling on West
End Lane to Finchley
Road and to the wider
area through to Camden
Town and Maida Vale.

creation of attractive and
safer walking, wheeling
and cycling routes both
into and through the area
is a key priority for the
Council.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Seek to improve the
public Square by the
Overground Station with
more benches, planters
another public realm
improvements.

Policy W1 states that
improvements to the
street environment and
public realm around the
three West Hampstead
stations is a key priority
for the Council.

No change proposed

The area is already
hugely overcrowded and
there is no capacity for
more housing, without
destroying the character
of the area and a
deterioration of services
and amenities.

Comments noted.

No change proposed

Policy W1 — West Camden

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

There should be a
separate section on the
Environment &
Biodiversity, given the
positive effects of
biodiverse open space on
mental health.

The need for open space
and biodiversity
enhancements in the
West of the borough is
recognised under part L
of the policy.

No change proposed

We support the
infrastructure
requirements noted,
particularly delivery of
flood mitigation
measures, greening and
biodiversity and enhanced
public open spaces.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Support criteria L vii) and
iX).

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Recommend that the
Ancient Tree Inventory for
the area is updated and
that suitable root
protection areas are
designated.

Policy NE3 (Tree
Protection and Planting)
states that the Council will
resist the loss of a tree,
group of trees, area of
woodland and/or
vegetation of significant
amenity, historic, cultural,
and/or ecological value
on, or adjacent to, a
development site. The

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

policy goes on to state
that the Council will also
resist proposals which
may threaten the
continued wellbeing of
such trees as specified
above.

Evidence produced by the
Woodland Trust shows a
need for greater tree
planting around Iverson
Road (sites W2-W5).

Policies for these sites
should seek to maximise
the potential for new tree
planting.

Policy NE3 (Tree
Protection and Planting)
states that the Council will
require developments to
incorporate additional
trees and vegetation
wherever possible, as
part of a detailed
landscaping scheme for
the site. This policy will be
applied to development
schemes coming forward
in Camden where
applicable.

The policies for site
allocations W2 and W5
also state that
development must deliver
biodiversity
enhancements in line with
Policy NE2 (Biodiversity).

No change proposed

Policy should be updated
to reference that a new
link and step-free access
into West Hampstead
and/or Finchley Road
Underground

stations would also
improve capacity at those
stations.

We propose to update the
Policy to reference that a
new link and step-free
access into West
Hampstead and/or
Finchley Road
Underground stations

will also improve capacity
at those stations.

Change proposed

Please include a map in
the Plan showing
proposed walking and
cycling routes for this
area.

It is not considered
necessary to include a
map of proposed walking
and cycle routes in the
Plan, as this information
is contained in other plans

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

and strategies that the
local plan signposts to.

Consideration should be
given to improving the
interchange experience in
this area, including with
buses, and resulting
pedestrian desire lines
between the stations.

We propose to update the
policy to refer to the need
to improve the
interchange experience in
this area, including with
buses, and resulting
pedestrian desire lines
between the stations.

Change proposed

There is a shortage of
healthcare
accommodation in the
West of the Borough, and
the ICB is keen to work
with the Council to
explore all the possible
opportunities to secure
additional capacity to
meet current and future
need.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Support for the
identification of the O2
centre as a significant
redevelopment
opportunity.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Support criteria L vii) and
iX).

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Recommend that the
Ancient Tree Inventory for
the area is updated and
that suitable root
protection areas are
designated.

Policy NE3 (Tree
Protection and Planting)
states that the Council will
resist the loss of a tree,
group of trees, area of
woodland and/or
vegetation of significant
amenity, historic, cultural,
and/or ecological value
on, or adjacent to, a
development site. The
policy goes on to state
that the Council will also
resist proposals which
may threaten the
continued wellbeing of
such trees as specified
above. An update to the
Ancient Tree Inventory is
not a matter for the Local

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Plan. We have therefore
passed your comment on
to the relevant service in
the Council.

Evidence produced by the
Woodland Trust shows a
need for greater tree
planting around lverson
Road (sites W2-W5).

Policies for these sites
should seek to maximise
the potential for new tree
planting.

Policy NE3 (Tree
Protection and Planting)
states that the Council will
require developments to
incorporate additional
trees and vegetation
wherever possible, as
part of a detailed
landscaping scheme for
the site. This policy will be
applied to development
schemes coming forward
in Camden where
applicable.

The policies for site
allocations W2 and W5
also state that
development must deliver
biodiversity
enhancements in line with
Policy NE2 biodiversity.

No change proposed

Policy should be updated
to reference that a new
link and step-free access
into West Hampstead
and/or Finchley Road
Underground stations
would also improve
capacity at those
stations.

We propose to update the
Policy to reference that a
new link and step-free
access into West
Hampstead and/or
Finchley Road
Underground stations

will also improve capacity
at those stations.

Change proposed

Support Part C of W1.
However suggest it is
amended to read - “The
greatest

concentration of
development in the West
of Camden will be the
area between West End
Lane in West

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Hampstead and the
Finchley Road, which is
currently occupied by the
02 centre, other retail
uses and

associated car parking,
and 14 Blackburn Road”.

Part (d) of draft Policy W1
should read: “The site
referred to in part (c)
above.

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed

Parts (j), (I)(iv) and I(v) of
draft Policy W1 should be
updated to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed

Reference should be
made to directing
Community Infrastructure
Levy

(CIL) receipts, towards
some of the identified
infrastructure priorities for
the area.

Policy should be updated
to state “The Council will
work with relevant
providers and direct CIL
receipts from local
developments to secure
the infrastructure needed
to support development
and provide the facilities
needed for the area’s
communities”.

Policy DM1 Delivery and
Monitoring sets out how
the Council will use CIL
and planning obligations
to secure the
infrastructure, facilities
and services to meet the
needs generated by
development. It is
important that the plan is
read as a whole.

No change proposed

Update part (I)(i) to read:
i. Facilitation and
contributions towards the
delivery of a new link /
step free access into
West

Hampstead and/or
Finchley Road
underground station

ii. Facilitation and
contributions towards the

The policy wording
reflects TfL’s priorities for
this area.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

delivery of a new link /
step free access into
Finchley Road
underground station

Update the list of the key
priorities for the area, as
follows “Delivery of a
strong, convenient, direct,
safe and accessible
pedestrian and cycling
east-west

route linking Finchley
Road with West End Lane
and providing safe and
attractive linkages to the
surrounding
communities”.

This is covered by criteria
ii of Part L of Policy W1.
It's also covered by Policy
W2.

No change proposed

Support Part C of W1.
However suggest it is
amended to read - “The
greatest concentration of
development in the West
of Camden will be the
area between West End
Lane in West Hampstead
and the Finchley Road,
which is currently
occupied by the O2
centre, other retail uses
and associated car
parking, and 14 Blackburn
Road”.

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed

Part (d) of draft Policy W1
should read: “The site
referred to in part (c)
above.

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed

Parts (j), (I)(iv) and I(v) of
draft Policy W1 should be
updated to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

We propose to update
Policy W1 to refer to 14
Blackburn Rd.

Change proposed

Reference should be
made to directing
Community Infrastructure
Levy (CIL) receipts,
towards some of the
identified infrastructure
priorities for the area.

Policy DM1 Delivery and
Monitoring sets out how
the Council will use CIL
and planning obligations
to secure the
infrastructure, facilities
and services to meet the

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Policy should be updated
to state “The Council will
work with relevant
providers and direct CIL
receipts from local
developments to secure
the infrastructure needed
to support development
and provide the facilities
needed for the area’s
communities”.

needs generated by
development. It is
important that the plan is
read as a whole.

Policy W2 - O2 Centre, car park, showroom sites and 14 Blackburn

Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Comments on the backgr

ound section

The background
information should
recognise that the
redevelopment of this
area in a one off and
unique opportunity.

The suggested wording is

not considered necessary.

No change proposed

Information regarding the
status of the planning
permission should be
updated.

We propose to amend the
policy to reflect the
updated position.

Change proposed

Reference should be
made to the extant
planning permission on
14 Blackburn Road.

We propose to amend the
policy to reflect the latest
situation on this element
of the site.

Change proposed

The policy should be
strengthened to reflect
that comprehensive
development is required
in order to deliver the
range of benefits that the
permitted scheme
requires.

We propose to amend the
policy to reflect this.

Change proposed

The policy should
recognise that
independent delivery of
sites that adopt a

We propose to amend the
policy to clarify the
expectations regarding

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

collaborative and
coordinated approach can
achieve an integrated and
comprehensive
development across the
site and could serve to
accelerate delivery of
development.

delivery across the whole
site.

The planning permission
for the Masterplan of the
site clearly identifies that
the sites are ‘severable’ in
the permission and S106.
This supports the case
that the allocation should
be more flexible.14
Blackburn Road could be
developed separately and
the adopted SPD
recognises other sites
may come forward
separately.

We propose to amend the
policy to clarify the
expectations regarding
delivery across the whole
site.

Change proposed

Caselaw is provided to
demonstrate where the
courts have considered
piecemeal versus
comprehensive approach.

There are clear parallels
here where a SPD had
been adopted as well as
a phased and severable
master planned planning
permission granted.

Accordingly, it would not
be a piecemeal approach
for a separate planning
permission to come
forward within the
masterplan area and in
accordance with its
parameters, nor would it
be a piecemeal approach
for such a permission to
be developed by a
developer other than the

We propose to amend the
policy to remove
reference to piecemeal
development, and set out
that schemes should not
prejudice future
development and design
quality across the whole
site.

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

owner of the remaining
master planned area

Concerned that the
development will not go
ahead in its entirety due
to developer not owning
the part of the site where
community facilities will
be delivered.

Phase 1 homes will be
delivered without the
improved facilities of the
tube, equivalent sized
grocery store and doctor
facility. Resulting in
further overcrowding of
the area.

The planning approval
covers the entire site and
the associated legal
agreement seeks to
ensure the timely delivery
of infrastructure
requirements.

No change proposed

Comments on allocated uses

Local Plan policy E2
seeks to protect premises
or sites suitable for
continued business use
and supports
redevelopment at higher
intensities provided that
redevelopment retains
existing businesses on
the site.

14 Blackburn Road is a
successful builders
merchants and would like
to continue on site.
Independent
redevelopment would
allow this.

Neither the allocation, nor
the O2 masterplan,
propose or provide
commitments to re-
provide floorspace for
BDL, contrary to
Camden’s employment
policies.

The allocated uses in the
policy reflect the planning
permission granted for
the site.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Allocated uses are
considered to conflict with
the broader aims and
objectives of national,
regional and local
planning policy guidance
as they do not allow for
provision of student
housing.

The allocated uses are
not considered to conflict
with the broader aims and
objectives of national,
regional and local
planning policy, and
reflect the planning
permission granted for
the site.

No change proposed

Student housing should
be included in the
allocated uses as well as
self-contained. It is in line
with the principle of
‘residential led’ and would
be in accordance with the
housing policies of the
plan, help meet housing
delivery targets and
contribute towards
creating mixed, inclusive
and sustainable
communities.

The allocated uses for
this site prioritise the
delivery of self-contained
homes and employment
uses to meet identified
needs and housing
delivery targets,
consistent with the
planning permission
granted for the site.

The Local Plan identifies
a need for student
housing and identifies
sites where we consider
this use may be
appropriate.

No change proposed

Comments on design principles

Reference should be
included to being ‘in
accordance’ with the
West End to Finchley
Road SPD.

We propose to amend the
policy to refer to the SPD.

Change proposed

Separate proposals,
designed by different
architects, can contribute
to better place-making
subject to ensuring these
are harmonious with each
other which can be
achieved through
collaboration.

There are numerous
examples of successful
masterplans that have
been delivered with

Noted. The policy does
not prevent this. It seeks
excellent design and
architecture in
accordance with Local
Plan Policy D1 (Achieving
Design Excellence)

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

multiple architects and
developers in Camden

Reference to including a
significant proportion of
homes for families should
be removed, as the mix of
types, sizes and tenures
will provide this type of
housing.

The priority for family
homes, particularly in the
affordable element, is a
key element of the Local
Plan housing policies,
and it is appropriate to
seek provision of homes
for families on this site.

No change proposed

Reference should be
changed to ‘should
explore’ rather than
requiring them to explore
the provision for older
people.

It is considered
appropriate to require
exploration of
opportunities to deliver
provision for older people,
given the scale of site and
housing provision on the
site.

No change proposed

Policy should make
reference to reprovide the
existing Building Depot
use on site in accordance
with the Local Plan
policies.

The policy seeks a mixed
use development
including employment
uses, reflecting the
planning permission for
the site.

No change proposed

Accept the reference to
requiring affordable work
space subject to policy
IE4, provided this is
amended to reduce the
20% requirement.

Specific reference to the
affordable workspace has
been removed for this
policy.

We propose to amend
policy IE4 to add
reference to the 20%
floorspace target being a
“‘working benchmark”.

Change proposed

The gym, cinema and key
retailers lost in the O2
development should be
re-provided with similar
services and ensure the
GP and Dentist practices
are opened.

The policy requires a new
cinema, retail uses and
the provision of a new
NHS health centre.

No change proposed

Concerned that the
development will not go
ahead in its entirety due
to developer not owning
the part of the site where
community facilities will
be delivered.

The planning approval
covers the entire site and
the associated legal
agreement seeks to
ensure the timely delivery
of infrastructure
requirements.

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Phase 1 homes will be
delivered without the
improved facilities of the
tube, equivalent sized
grocery store and doctor
facility. Resulting in
further overcrowding of
the area.

The Policy should refer to
town centre uses also
being focused within the
West Hampstead Town
Centre as well as
Finchley Road / Swiss
Cottage.

The site boundary does
not include any of West
Hampstead Town Centre.

No change proposed

The reference to a
cinema should be
amended to read in line
with market requirements,
to allow for a flexible
approach.

The policy does not
specify the type and size
of cinema required. This
would be determined at
the detailed planning
application stage.

No change proposed

The health facility should
be referred to as being
near the West Hampstead
Interchange and in Phase
2 as this is well located
for bus routes and
maximising accessibility.

The planning permission
specifies the phase of
development the health
centre will be provided.

No change proposed

Development and Design
principles should include
reference to east — west
walking routes
requirements.

These are included in the
Infrastructure
requirements section.

No change proposed

Support the identification
of the site as suitable for
a tall building, but feel
that this section should
only refer to the permitted
heights not those in the
study as it is potentially
confusing.

It is considered
appropriate to refer to
both the heights in the
Building Height Study and
those granted in the
planning permission. The
heights approved in the
planning permission
reflected the design of the
specific scheme and its
impacts and benefits.

The findings of the
Building Height Study
would be relevant to any
subsequent proposals.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Do not agree that the
development will provide
more green spaces, they
are just the gaps between
tower blocks.

The policy requires a
range of different open
space forms and types to
be provided.

No change proposed

Comments on infrastructure requirements

Object to the allocation as
the current infrastructure
cannot cope and this
large development will
change the area for the
worse.

The policy includes
infrastructure
requirements to address
the impacts of the
development.

No change proposed

There appears to be no
consideration of essential
facilities such as nursery,
primary and secondary
school and sports
facilities to accommodate
the children who will live
here

The policy requires
contributions to the
provision of new and / or
existing community
facilities or services as
required to meet the
needs of increased
residents.

The Local Education
Authority has confirmed
that given current and
predicted demand for
school places in the
borough, the proposal
would not result in a
requirement for additional
school places or
expansion over current
provisions in the area.

No change proposed

The health centre is
required and a payment
in lieu should be secured
in any subsequent
planning application if not
delivered.

The policy requires the
provision of a NHS health
centre and we propose to
amend the allocated uses
to refer to this.

Change proposed

Support the infrastructure
requirements detailed.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

The bus stop facilities
requirement should also
require incorporating bus

These matters would be
addressed through a Bus
Infrastructure Plan and

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

standing and driver
facilities to TfL standards.

we propose to amend the
policy to refer to this.

Welcome the requirement
to contribute towards bus
priority and cycle
infrastructure.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Integrate Granny Dripping
Steps with West
Hampstead Tube
Stations

The policy seeks
improvements to the
Steps.

No change proposed

Integrate the subway
under Finchley Road with
Finchley Road Station to
improve access and
redistribute foot traffic and
make the subway under
Finchley Road safer.

The policy seeks
improvements to Finchley
Road including the
provision of enhanced
surface level crossing.

No change proposed

Support the enhancement
of biodiversity corridors
and urban greening.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Envisage given the scale
of development upgrades
to the water supply
network are likely to be
required. But raise no
concerns regarding
wastewater networks.

We propose to amend the
policy to reflect these
comments.

Change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

* Historic Landfill
(Canfield Place)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed

Policy W3 - 11 Blackburn Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Allocated uses should
allow for a wholly
commercial development
to come forward on this
site as it would be policy
compliant and suitable for

The site is considered
appropriate for a mixed
use scheme, including
self-contained housing -
the priority use of the
Local Plan - particularly

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

the wider area given the
influx of residential
development in the
surrounding area.

There is an identified
need for additional
commercial space in
Camden and the
identified growth area and
a wholly commercial
scheme would support
economic growth and
contribute to the demand
for commercial
floorspace.

given the previous
planning permission for
mixed use development.
The allocated uses
include employment uses.

The site is not within an
area that requires
residential development
to be provided as part of a
mixed use scheme as it is
not within a designated
town centre or central
London.

Local Plan policy
encourages the inclusion
of self-contained homes
in all non-residential
developments and the
site is considered
appropriate for mixed use
development.

No change proposed

A mixed use scheme has
potential for conflict
between commercial and
residential uses.

This would be considered
at the planning application
stage and proposals
would be assessed
against all relevant local
plan policies, which seek
to avoid or mitigate
conflict between uses.

No change proposed

Concerned about the loss
of the artist studio as
there aren’t many in the
area and they are
expensive.

The policy seeks to retain
employment space
accessible to small to
medium businesses.

No change proposed

The previous consented
residential use on the site
has lapsed so there is no
policy basis to require
residential development
to be protected or
reprovided.

Self contained residential
use is the priority use of
plan. The previous
permission on the site
established it is
considered appropriate
for residential use.

No change proposed

Given the areas
deficiency in tree cover an
additional policy criteria

This would be considered
as part of any planning
application and against

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

suggesting maximising
the potential for urban

greening including new
tree panting should be
included.

the relevant Local Plan
policies NE2 (Biodiversity)
and NE3 (Tree Protection
and Planting).

Do not envisage
infrastructure concerns
regarding water supply or
waste water networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed

Policy W4 — 13 Blackburn Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Given the areas
deficiency in tree cover,
an additional criteria for
maximising the potential
for urban greening and
new tree planting should
be included.

This would be considered
as part of any planning
application and against
the relevant Local Plan
policies NE2 (Biodiversity)
and NE3 (Tree Protection
and Planting).

No change proposed

Thames Water do not
envisage infrastructure
concerns regarding water
supply or waste water
networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

The Environment Agency
identified relevant
Environmental constraints
* Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed

Policy W5 - 188 — 190 Iverson Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Support the criteria
requiring tree retention

Support welcomed.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

and increased urban
greening.

Request a buffer zone is
included to protect the
mature trees in Medley
Road Orchard

The allocation includes
criteria to ensure their
area no direct or indirect
impacts on the
designated Medley Road
Orchard open space and
deliver biodiversity
enhancements.

No change proposed

Envisage infrastructure
concerns regarding water
supply or waste water
networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed

Policy W6 - Land to rear of Meridian House, 202 Finchley Road

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Building more houses on
this site is a missed
opportunity to enhance
the area. The site is
identified in the Redington
Frognal Neighbourhood
Plan for a redevelopment,
with a setback building
line to create a new green
public realm area in an
area lacking green space.

The allocation focusses
on the land at the rear of
Meridian House and does
not envisage the
redevelopment of that
building.

The site is not formally
allocated in the
Neighbourhood Plan and
therefore the viability and
deliverability of the
redevelopment principles
set out in the Plan were
not tested.

No change proposed

Site is in an area which
features much
underground water and
was formerly
characterised by many
natural ponds. A natural
pond here would help to

This would be considered
at a detailed planning
application stage against
relevant Local Plan
policies.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

attenuate rainwater
deliver a nature-based
flood relief solution for
problems further
downstream

The allocation should
include community
facilities as the area lacks
these

The scale of proposed
development would not
justify the inclusion of
community facilities. Any
application for this type of
use would be considered
against relevant Local
Plan policies.

No change proposed

Envisage infrastructure
concerns regarding water
supply or waste water
networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed

Policy W7 — Gondar Gardens

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Support the policy for its
contribution to meeting
the housing needs in the
area.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

The allocated uses should
include specialist forms of
housing, such as the
extra care
accommodation that the
Inspector recognised
there was a need for in
last appeal.

We propose to amend the
allocated uses to include
reference to a specialist
care home.

Change proposed

Object to the indicative
housing capacity being
based on historic
applications and should
be based on a design-led
approach.

It is considered
appropriate for the
capacity figure to take
account of previous
planning permissions on
the site. The figure is
indicative and the level of

No change proposed




provision in any
subsequent development
proposal will be assessed
against the allocation and
all relevant Local Plan
policies.

Allocation should be
amended to add a criteria
to ‘provide for a quantum
of development and
capacity which is of an
appropriate scale and is
focused on the
undesignated area of the
site in order to protect and
enhance the designated
open space, SINC and
Local Green Space

The policy states that
development must

be focused on the un-
designated area of the
site, to protect the
designated open space,
SINC and Local Green
Space. Development
proposals will be
assessed against the
allocation and all relevant
Local Plan policies.

No change proposed

Indicative capacity should
be defined as a maximum
number of habitable

rooms rather than homes.

Setting out an indicative
number of homes is
considered an appropriate
approach, and is
consistent across all site
allocations.

No change proposed

The size of homes should
be defined more clearly in
terms of size and tenure

The Plan’s approach to
size of homes is set out in
policy H7 - Large and
Small Homes.

No change proposed

Site should be removed
from the allocations and
retained as a whole as
green space for the public
to enjoy

The principle of the
development of this site
has been established
through the granting of
planning permission.

No change proposed

The area of the SINC has
been identified incorrectly
for the site on the existing
Proposals map.

As part of the updated
evidence base for the
Local Plan, a review of
Sites of Importance for
Nature Conservation
(SINC) has been
undertaken.

For Gondar Gardens, the
review found that the
boundary should be
amended to include the
south west corner.

It is proposed that the
Policies Map will be
updated to reflect the
findings of the review.

No change proposed




Support the policy
recognising the
importance of sustained
management of the SINC
in the future

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Support the protection of
the SINC and habitat
enhancement criteria

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

The reference to
protecting views across
the site should be
removed. There are no
rights to a view unless
specifically identified as a
protected or locally
important view.

Any application would be
required to be assessed
in terms of its impact on
the outlook and amenity
of existing residential
properties.

The views across the site
have been considered
important in previous
planning decisions.

No change proposed

A buffer zone should be
included along the
southern boundary to
protect the priority habitat
from any development.

The boundary reflects the
land ownership. The
allocation includes criteria
seeking to protect existing
designations and habitats
in accordance with Policy
NE2 (Biodiversity).

No change proposed

Woodland should be
included in the criteria
relating to ecological
mitigation measures

The allocation includes
reference to existing
habitats.

No change proposed

Development principles
should state that
development should ‘only’
be on rather than
‘focused’ on as this is too
open to interpretation.

‘Focused on’ is
considered to be clear.

No change proposed

Envisage infrastructure
concerns regarding water
supply or waste water
networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local Plan
policy NE4 - Water quality
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed




Policy W8 — Land at Midland Crescent

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

The policy is not
considered to maximise
the development potential
of this site in accordance
with NPPF, London Plan
and Local Plan policies. It
is considered restrictive
and impedes the most
efficient use of the site.

The allocation is
considered appropriate
and reflects the planning
permission for the site.

No change proposed

Allocated uses should be
broader to include all
forms of housing and
town centre uses not just
permanent self contained
homes.

The allocated uses allow
for a mixed use
development, self
contained and student
housing.

No change proposed

Site is considered to be
suitable for a tall building
on the Finchley Road
frontage, particularly
given the permission for
the O2 site close by.

Any application for a tall
building on this site would
be considered against
Policy D2 (Tall Buildings)

No change proposed

Indicative capacity should
be amended to referring
to applying a design led
approach to achieve the
optimum capacity for the
site, whilst considering
heritage, townscape and
neighbour amenity.

The indicative capacity
reflects the extant
planning permission. A
larger number of homes
may be supported where
it is shown that the
proposed quantity is
appropriate to the local
context taking account of
relevant design and
heritage policies and can
be accommodated
without unacceptable
harm to the amenity of
occupiers and
neighbours.

No change proposed

Should include public
realm improvements like
a small garden square in
front of the development
to improve the greenery
of Finchley Road

Any public realm
improvements would be
considered at the detailed
planning application
stage.

No change proposed




Policy W9 — Petrol Station, 104A Finchley Road

No comments were received on this site allocation

Policy W10- Abbey Co- Op Housing site, Emminster and Hinstock

No comments were received on this site allocation

Policy W11- 100 Avenue Road

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
Plan
Welcome the Policy, but feel it Support welcomed No change
needs more details. proposed

The reference to the extant
planning permission should be
more clearly detailed.

Comment noted

Change proposed

Works are more than ‘initial’ with
substantial below ground
construction works at basement
level

Comment noted

Change proposed

Policy should include more detail | Given the site is under No change
on the sites context and include construction, further proposed
terms and parameters similar to detail is not considered

the adopted 2013 Site Allocation. | necessary

Site is an important gateway site Comment noted. No change
and has significant potential to proposed
deliver substantial number of

housing units.

The capacity should not be based | The capacity figure is No change
on the implemented permission, indicative not a maximum | proposed

but rather the capacity and
potential of the land itself.
Capacity should not be a
maximum figure and any future
proposal would be assessed on its
merits.

figure. Any future
application would be
assessed on its merits
and relevant Local Plan
policies. However, given
the planning permission
on the site is extant, any
future application must
not result in any reduction
of residential floor space.

The reference to building heights
should reference the approved
height on site and not just the
Building Height Study range, as
this is self limiting in the context of
what is already approved and
extant.

Comment noted. We
propose to add reference
to the height granted on
appeal.

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
Plan

Allocated uses should
acknowledge the requirement for
a mixed use development
including the creation of active
ground floor commercial / leisure
frontages

It is proposed that the
allocated uses makes
reference to ground floor
town centre uses and
community use.

Change proposed

Policy should recognise the role The proposed wording is | No change
new development and well not considered necessary | proposed
considered architecture can have

in creating a focal point

Policy should note that highly The proposed wording is | No change
accessible gateway sites have not considered proposed

significant potential for higher
density developments.

necessary.

Policy W12 — Former Liddell Road Industrial estate

No comments were received on this site allocation

Policy W13 — 551 — 557 Finchley Road

No comments were received on this site allocation

Policy W14 - 317 Finchley Road

No comments were received on this site allocation

Chapter 6 — North Camden

In total 50 representations were made on the North Camden chapter. Of these, 8
representations were received via commonplace and 42 representations were

received via email.

Representations on this policy were received from the following consultees:

e Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
e Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum (DPNF)

e Environment Agency
e Green Party
e Harrison Varma

e NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit (HUDU)

e Royal Free London NHS
e Sports England




Thames Water
Transport for London
Woodland Trust
Members of the public

General comments

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

No comments to make on
the description of the
North of the borough so
far as it relates to the
Dartmouth Park Area it
presents an accurate
description.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

No objection to the
identified sites, as none of
the sites has a direct
impact or is adjacent to
the identified areas of
Ancient Woodland on
Hampstead Heath.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Recommend that the
Ancient Tree Inventory for
the area is updated and
that suitable root
protection areas are
designated.

Policy NE3 (Tree
Protection and Planting)
states that the Council will
resist the loss of a tree,
group of trees, area of
woodland and/or
vegetation of significant
amenity, historic, cultural,
and/or ecological value
on, or adjacent to, a
development site. The
policy goes on to state
that the Council will also
resist proposals which
may threaten the
continued wellbeing of
such trees as specified
above. With regards to
the need to update the
Ancient Tree Inventory,
this isn't a matter for the
Local Plan and we have
passed your comments
on to the relevant service
in the Council.

No change proposed




Policy N1 — North Camden

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Support Policy N1 —
especially parts F. ivand
v (open space, greening
and biodiversity and flood
mitigation measures).

Support welcome.

No change proposed

Please improve the cycle
network in Hampstead.

The Council’s Transport
Strategy and Cycling
Action Plan set out the
Council’s priorities for the
cycle network in
Camden.

Policies T1, T2 and T4 of
the Local Plan also
support the delivery of
new cycle infrastructure.

As this isn’t a matter for
the Local Plan we have
passed your comments
on to the relevant service
in the Council.

No change proposed

Note that the policy
states that an integrated
care hub will be delivered
in the North of the
Borough.

Internal alterations to the
Roy Shaw centre are a
current priority project for
the NHS.

This may require further
funding and/or increased
provision in existing
premises.

Comment noted

No change proposed

A — F provide an
adequate framework for
planning policy within the
Dartmouth Park Area

Comments noted.

No change proposed

Support policy criteria iv.

Support welcome.

No change proposed

Support the prioritization
of area-based schemes
to improve conditions for
walking and cycling.

Support welcome.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Criteria F i and ii should
cross-reference the
Camden Transport
Strategy and Cycling
Action Plan.

We propose to update the
policy to cross reference
to the Camden Transport
Strategy and Cycling
Action Plan.

Change proposed

It would be clearer to
include a map of the
proposed walking and
cycling networks.

It is not considered
necessary to include a
map of proposed walking
and cycle routes in the
Plan, as this information
is contained in other
plans and strategies that
are referred to in the
plan.

No change proposed

Greater reference should
be made to Highgate in
this part of the Plan.

It is not considered
necessary or appropriate
to include the level of
detail requested on
particular areas with the
borough.

A number of references
are made to Highgate
and the Highgate
neighbourhood plan in
the supporting text to the
policy. No change is
considered necessary.

No change proposed

Should mention that
Camden residents are
also served by Archway
(Islington) and Highgate
(Haringey) underground
stations.

We propose to update the
Plan to refer to Archway
(Islington) and Highgate
(Haringey) underground
stations.

Change proposed

Highgate also has a high
concentration of schools
with schools just over the
border with Haringey with
significant school run
issues.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

This area has limited
permeability, particularly
in the east - west
direction.

Comments noted.
Healthy Streets are an
initiative that is being
taken forward by the
Council’s Transport

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

The demographic (many
older residents) and
topography of the area
need to be taken into
consideration too.
Camden should respect
the need for car use in
the absence of any
alternative means of
transport. Therefore, any
policies for Healthy
Streets and increased
cycling provision should
ensure this will not result
in displacement onto
neighbouring streets,
increased congestion and
thus air pollution, loss of
mobility for residents and
loss of essential parking
space.

Team. We have shared
this comment with them.

Policy N2 — Former Mansfield Bowling Club

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Site allocation should be
removed and the space
safeguarded as a green
space or nature reserve.

Planning approval has
been granted for
development on part of
this site. The allocation
seeks to ensure any
future application retains
the public benefits
including open space for
the community and
additional community
benefits.

No change proposed

It is not necessary to
allocate this site for C3
residential use as
planning permission has
already been granted for
this use and lawfully
implemented.

Planning approval has
been granted for
development on part of
this site. However, the
permission has not been
built out. The allocation
would inform any future
application on the site.
Permanent self contained

No change proposed




housing is the priority use
of the Local Plan,

The indicative use should
be amended to include a
residential care home to
help meet the housing
needs identified in both
London and Camden
Plan policies and to help
in meeting the overall
housing requirements.

We propose to update the
policy to include
reference to a residential
care home, subject to this
meeting the needs of
borough residents in
accordance with Local
Plan policy H8 (Housing
for older people,
homeless people and
other people with care or
support requirements).

Change proposed

Indicative uses do not
refer to the developers
current intention to
develop a luxury 80 bed
care home, which we
strongly object to.

Any future application on
the site will be assessed
against the Site Allocation
and Local Plan policies at
the time of consideration.

No change proposed

Supports development
which includes small
homes to allow older
residents to downsize
from family housing to
smaller units and to
provide first homes for
younger people.
Allocating the site for
residential care home
accommodation would
help free up local market
housing as a result of
occupants downsizing.

We propose to update the
policy to include
reference to a residential
care home, subject to this
meeting the needs of
borough residents in
accordance with Local
Plan policy H8 (Housing
for older people,
homeless people and
other people with care or
support requirements).

Change proposed

The indicative capacity
identified should be
amended to include the
residential care home
capacity also.

It is not considered
appropriate to specify a
capacity for this use as it
is very specific.

No change proposed

Support the Development
and Design Principles for
this site.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

The open space should
be protected for public
benefit

The allocation seeks new
public open space and
protects the sports
facilities

No change proposed

Support the protection of
the Local Green Space

Support welcomed.

No changes proposed




Support the provision to
provide new public open
space, enhanced tennis
facilities and an ancillary
sports pavilion on site,
open to the public.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Support the intention to
secure reconfiguration
and extension of the
tennis courts to provide
an additional court, which
is consistent with Lawn
Tennis Association
requirements and the
previous appeal.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

An additional criteria
should be added to
maximise the
preservation of existing
trees and provide for new
tree planting

We propose to update the
allocation to refer to
protecting existing trees
on site.

Change proposed

Consider it is essential to
ensure that nature and
biodiversity of the site is
protected.

We propose the update
the allocation to note the
importance of the
identified ecology on site
and the Natural
Environment Local Plan
Policy.

Change proposed

Identify no concerns
regarding water supply
network infrastructure or
wastewater networks

Noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental
constraints

» Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Local
Plan policy NE4 — (Water
Quality) and would be
taken into account at the
planning application

stage.

No change proposed

Policy N3 - Queen Marys House

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Support the principle of
the allocation for
alternative uses.

Support welcomed.

No change proposed

Site should be retained to
provide genuine social
housing for essential

The allocation seeks to
retain the affordable
housing floorspace.

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

workers who provide
community and health
services. No private
sector housing should be
provided.

The previous use on the
site provided
accommodation as a
residential institution and
key worker
accommodation.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

The policy inaccurately
states there is existing
affordable housing on
site, which should be
retained or replaced.
There is an element of
existing nurse / ancillary
health care worker
accommodation at Queen
Mary’s House. Update to
amend any references to
‘existing affordable
housing’ to ‘nurses /
ancillary health worker
accommodation’. The
allocation

should allow for a flexible
approach to re-providing
nurses / ancillary health
worker accommodation to
reflect the Trust’'s need
and demand.

The residential
accommodation is
considered to be
affordable housing
floorspace for key
workers. The allocation is
consistent with Local Plan
housing polices which
seek to protect affordable
housing floorspace.

No change proposed

The text referring to
requiring the retention of
the original building as it
is of significant historical
interest should be
removed as the
Conservation Area
Appraisal identifies it as
making a ‘neutral’
contribution to the area.

Whilst it is noted that the
building is currently
identified in the
Conservation Are
Appraisal (2001) as
making a neutral
contribution to the area,
Council conservation
officer consider it has
historical significance.

No change proposed

Do not agree with the
need to retain the building
as it is not fit for purpose.
If demolished a newer

Comment noted.
Retaining the original
Queen Mary’s House
building is consistent with

No change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

modern structure would

be more appropriate for

our climate technologies
and way of living.

Local Plan policy CC2
(Retention of Existing
Buildings). Any
application involving
demolition would be
considered on its merits
against the site allocation,
policy CC2 and other
relevant policies.

The requirement to retain
the original building is too
inflexible and overly
restrictive. Demolition
would allow for cross
subsidy benefits
associated with the
disposal of the site and
the opportunity to reinvest
sales receipts into vital
healthcare related
services elsewhere. The
principle of demolition
should be allowed to be
explored subject to being
justified in design,
townscape, planning and
environmental terms.

Comment noted.
Retaining the original
Queen Mary’s House
building is consistent with
Local Plan Policy CC2
(Retention of Existing
Buildings). Any
application involving
demolition would be
considered on its merits
against the site allocation,
Policy CC2 and other
relevant policies.

No change proposed

Support demolition of the
existing buildings as they
are of no particular merit
and redevelopment will
allow for quality homes.

Comment noted.
Retaining the original
Queen Mary’s House
building is consistent with
Local Plan Policy CC2
(Retention of Existing
Buildings) and Local Plan
Policy D5 (Heritage).

No change proposed

The indicative capacity
should be returned to 150
homes as per the
previous draft.

This would be in line with
Policy H1 objective to
maximise housing supply
and it will also help
maximise the receipt
achieved by the Trust to
cross-subsidise and
deliver on its wider
estate

We propose to amend the
indicative capacity to
reflect the findings of
further site capacity
assessment work,
consistent with the
approach taken on other
allocated sites.

Proposals for substantial
or full demolition of
existing buildings will be
assessed against

Change proposed




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

strategy and associated
public benefits.

Policy CC2 and other
relevant policies. If it can
be demonstrated to the
Council’s satisfaction that
an existing

building/s cannot be
retained and improved
upon, and demolition is
permitted, then the
development capacity of
the site will be agreed as
part of the planning
application process, in
accordance with the
development plan.

Support policy criteria re
affordable housing
floorspace and preserving
the landscape character
of the site

Support welcomed

No change proposed

Support the requirement
to preserve the landscape
character.

Support welcomed

No change proposed

The reference to the
prevailing character being
‘low scale’ is considered
to be inaccurate as
adjacent buildings are 4-5
storeys. The context
should there be amended
to medium scale.

It is proposed that the
reference to the scale of
the surrounding area is
removed.

Change proposed

Identify no concerns
regarding water supply
network infrastructure or
wastewater networks

Noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
* Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Policy
NE4 — (Water Quality)
and would be taken into
account at the planning
application stage.

No change proposed




Policy N4 - Hampstead Delivery Office

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the Plan

Development should only
be for social housing,
Houses not flats.

Any application would be
assessed in relation to
our Housing planning
policies regarding mix and
type. The priority of the
Local Plan is to maximise
our housing provision to
assist in meeting our
housing targets.

No change proposed

Object to the loss of a
public space to homes.
Neighbourhoods need
more than homes. Site
should be retained for a
public use.

The allocation sets out
the Council’s preferred
approach to the delivery
of this site should it
become surplus to Royal
Mail requirements as a
postal delivery office.
Housing is the priority use
of the Local Plan and a
national and London wide
priority.

No change proposed

Any redevelopment of the
site should be car free

Any redevelopment of the
site would be expected to
be car free in accordance
with Policy T5 (Parking
and car free
development).

No change proposed

If the existing delivery
office use is intensified,
only operational parking
would be acceptable.

Any operational
requirements would be
considered as part of any
planning application and
would be assessed in
accordance with Policy TS
(Parking and car free
development).

No change proposed

Do not envisage
infrastructure concerns
regarding water supply or
wastewater networks.

Comment noted.

No change proposed

Identified relevant
Environmental constraints
* Bedrock Aquifer
(unproductive)

* Protected Species
(Threatened bryophyte
record)

Comments noted. This is
covered by the Policy
NE4 — (Water Quality)
and Policy NE2
(Biodiversity) and would
be taken into account at
the planning application
stage.

No change proposed




Chapter 7 - Meeting Housing Needs

In total 262 representations were made on the Housing Chapter. Of these, 19
representations were received via commonplace and 243 representations were
received via email.

Responses were received from the following consultees:
Airspace Group

Argent

Birkbeck (University of London)

British Land

British Museum

Camden Green Party

Canal and River Trust

Covent Garden Community Association
Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum
Dominus

Folgate Estates

General Projects

Greater London Authority

Highgate Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Home Builders Federation

Joseph Homes

Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum
LabTech

Lazari Investments Ltd

Lendlease & Euston owners

LB Islington

Lifecare Residents Ltd

London Gypsies and Travellers
London Property Alliance

LS Finchley Road Itd

Metropolitan Companies

Network Rail

NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit
NHS Property Services

One Housing and Countryside

Places for London

Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Regal London

Royal Mail Group

Royal Veterinary College

Simten

Shaftesbury Capital

Somers Town Neighbourhood Forum
St George West London Ltd

Transport for London



University of London
Unite Group PLC
Watkin Jones Group
YC CFQ Ltd

General Comments

University College London (UCL)

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Support planning for new Support welcomed. No change
homes. Many vulnerable proposed.
people are living in
unsatisfactory
accommodation.
Westminster’s plan also The Council supports the No change
includes new measures London Plan’s strategic target | proposed.
aiming to increase the amount | for 50% of London’s new
of “genuinely affordable” homes to be genuinely
housing by prioritising social affordable, as set out in Policy
over intermediate housing in H4 (Maximising the Supply of
new schemes, and a Affordable Housing) Part A.
requirement for all new
residential schemes to
contribute towards affordable
housing.
Camden should ensure new The Plan includes a number No change
homes of quality are built, not | of design policies to ensure proposed.
just quantity. that high quality new homes

are built in Camden, including

D1 Achieving Design

Excellence, and Policy D3

Design of Housing.
Nothing in here about type of | Policies H4 (Maximizing the No change
homes, Camden needs more | supply of affordable housing) | proposed.
family sized homes for social | and H6 (Housing choice and
rent not more private 1 beds. | mix) outline the Council’s

approach to achieving an

appropriate mix of market and

affordable housing types. The

Council’s dwelling size

priorities are also set out in

the supporting text to Policy

H7 (Large and Small Homes).
The supply of homes to meet | Policy H6 Housing Choice No change
existing and future needs must | and Mix, Part B vi) highlights | proposed.

include accessible homes.

that the Council will require
accessible and adaptable




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

housing to be provided in
accordance with Policy D3 —
Design of Housing.

Affordability and accessibility | The Council supports the No change
of homes needs to be London Plan’s strategic target | proposed.
prioritised for disabled for 50% of London’s new
residents including students homes to be genuinely
living in Camden and affordable, as per draft policy
prospective professionals. H4 Part A (Maximizing the

supply of affordable housing).

Policy H6 Housing Choice

and Mix, Part B vi) highlights

that the Council will require

accessible and adaptable

housing to be provided in

accordance with Policy D3 —

Design of Housing.
Support for policies catering Support welcomed. No change
for travellers. Importance of proposed.
safe homes for vulnerable
people.
Suggestion to build high Maximising the supply of No change
quality social housing, built to | housing is a priority for the proposed.
last, and rented out at social Local Plan, and the Plan
(1/3 market) rent. To be paid | includes a number of policies
for using a Land Value aimed at securing high
dividend. quality, well designed

development. Furthermore,

through the Community

Investment Programme, the

Council proposes to deliver

4,850 new homes, of which

1,800 will be new or

replacement Council homes,

and 350 will be new

intermediate homes for rent.
There is a need for larger (3- Policies H4 (Maximizing the No change
Bed) homes, but also a supply of affordable housing) | proposed.

shortage of suitable
opportunities for people to
downsize locally.

and H6 (Housing Choice and
Mix) outline the Council’s
approach to achieving an
appropriate mix of market and
affordable housing types. The
Council’'s dwelling size
priorities are also set out in




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

the supporting text to Policy
H7 (Large and Small Homes).

Long term empty office Under Policy IE2 Offices, No change
buildings could be re- where the Council is satisfied | proposed.
purposed for housing. that a continuing office use is
no longer feasible, the
preferred alternative use is
housing.
There is a shortage of homes | Draft Policy H6 sets out the No change
for wheelchair users. Large Council’'s approach to proposed.
developments should provide | Housing choice and mix. Part
more than 10% wheelchair B vi) notes the Council will
accessible homes to address | require accessible and
the existing deficiency. adaptable housing. Policy D3
Accessible housing should relates to Design of Housing
include adequate door widths | specifically. This requires 10%
and adapted kitchens to of new-build self-contained
enable independent living homes in a development to
where possible. be wheelchair user dwellings
and 90% to be accessible and
adaptable.
Concern for the number of Draft policy H8 sets out the No change
older people in residential or Council’s expectations with proposed.
nursing homes who are regards to housing for older
supported outside of the people, homeless people and
borough. Isolation from family | others with care or support
and friends creates harmful requirements, including
impacts. Want to see lifetime independent living, adaptable
homes and lifetime housing, and targeting
neighbourhoods. development to existing
borough residents. The
Council will also resist any
loss of specialist floorspace.
There is concern for the Comments noted. This is not | No change
number of community mental | a matter for the Local Plan, proposed

health beds situated outside of
the borough. Does this reflect
the move from St Pancras
Hospital to Archway, or are the
majority of beds located
further away?

There is an urgent need for
local meanwhile mental health
services whilst development at
St Pancras hospital is carried
out.

however we have shared your
comment with the relevant
Council service. Officers have
been in discussion with NHS
partners to identify the
infrastructure required to
support the plan, and this is
reflected in the infrastructure
delivery plan which will be
published alongside the
updated version of the Plan.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

We wish to see policies which | Policy IE6 (Supporting No change
safeguard both adequate Camden’s Designated proposed.
living standards and local Centres) resists the loss of
economies, to prevent active ground floor uses in
unsuitable conversion of centres to ensure the vitality
commercial premises into poor | of the centre is retained. The
homes. Council has also brought in
Article 4 Directions to
withdraw the Class MA
permitted development right
to change from Use Class E
(Commercial, Business, and
Service) to Use Class C3
(dwellinghouses) for parts of
the borough where there
exists strong justification, to
protect the vitality of
Camden’s Centres.
Servants’ accommodation Comments noted. Draft No change
should not be provided that is | policy D3 set out the Council’s | proposed.
of a poor standard. approach to Design of
Accommodation should Housing. All housing must be
benefit from enough space, designed and built to create
light, and facilities without high quality accessible
harmful impacts from noise/ homes. This is in line with the
pollution generating plant, London Plan 2021 and
vehicles or other disturbance. | Nationally described space
standards.
Welcome policies which seek | Support welcomed. No change
to deliver new homes, Comments noted. The proposed.
particularly affordable homes, | Council will continue to
and a mix of dwellings, in engage with neighbouring
terms of size, type and tenure. | boroughs including LB
For Islington, the development | Islington under the Duty to
planned in South Camden Cooperate.
around King’s Cross is of
particular interest, as this is
located near to the borough
boundary. We would welcome
continued engagement in the
future planning of these
areas/sites to consider cross-
boundary impacts.
The draft Local Plan should We propose to update Policy | Change
include reference to residential | H6 in relation to residential proposed.

moorings. The Canal and
River Trust's London Mooring

moorings to state that the
Council will support the




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Strategy identified a
substantial growth in the
number of boats on our
waterways in London.
Suggest that the Local Plan
should include a specific
policy regarding residential
moorings. Would also support
planning policies that require
new waterside developments
to assist the delivery of new
residential moorings, for
example by providing new
access routes to the canal
side, space for services or
utilities connections.

creation of additional
residential moorings in
conjunction with the
development of sites adjacent
to the Regent's Canal where
this is consistent with
optimising the use and
development potential of the
site, the protection and
enhancement of the Canal's
biodiversity and nature
conservation value, the
Canal's open space
designation, the historic
interest and character of the
Regent's Canal Conservation
Area, and the London
Mooring Strategy.

Recognise the need to ensure
an appropriate balance is
struck between all waterway
users. Local plans should
ensure that waterways are
subject to policies specifically
drafted to take account of the
issues relevant to them and
not impose blanket open
space or Metropolitan Open
Land policies on them.

Comments noted.

No change
proposed.

Support for ambition to build
11,550 new homes. New
development should
complement existing
communities, provide the
housing that is most needed,
and not have a detrimental
impact on the environment.

Support welcomed. Plan
policies seek to ensure that
development meets needs
and does not have a harmful
impact.

No change
proposed.

All new developments should:
o Have a strategic target of
50% affordable housing.

o Provide affordable housing
on-site, rather than off-site, so
that new developments have
mixed tenure from the outset,
enabling communities to be
better integrated and socially
cohesive.

Draft policy H4 sets out the
Council’s support for the
London Plan’s Strategic target
for 50% of new homes to be
genuinely affordable.

Draft policies H1 and H2 seek
to maximise the supply of
housing, whilst H4 relates to
affordable housing. H4 Part B
ix) confirms affordable

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

o Meet PassivHaus standards
for quality, comfort and energy
efficiency, avoiding allowing
developers to make payment
in lieu of designing suitably
carbon net zero buildings.

housing provision should be
on-site for developments of
10 or more units. Payment in
lieu will only be accepted in
exceptional circumstances,
having explored on/ off site
provision.

Local Plan policy CC6
includes targets for reducing
heating demand and energy
use. A payment in lieu will be
acceptable only where the
Council is satisfied all
possible measures have been
explored.

Developers are given too
much flexibility to vary the mix
of housing. Increasing the
amount of social housing must
always be the priority.

Policy H4 sets out the
Council’'s approach to
maximising the supply of
affordable housing, with the
supporting text to the policy
providing further guidance. A
degree of flexibility is built into
the policy however to allow
for the consideration of the
financial viability of
development schemes,

consistent with national policy.

This draft policy builds on the
existing approach which is
considered to be working
effectively.

No change
proposed.

New homes should be the
right size for families in
greatest need on the social
housing waiting list. Strict
policies should ensure no new
homes are left vacant.

Policy H7 (Large and Small
Homes) sets out the Council’'s
dwelling size priorities for low
cost rented, intermediate
affordable and market homes.
The policy gives high priority
to three bedroom low cost
rented housing, recognising
the significant need for larger
family homes in Camden.
Policy H1 (Maximizing
Housing Supply) also states
that the Council will work to
return vacant homes to use
and ensure that new homes
are occupied.

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Support for ambition to bring Support welcomed. The No change
empty homes in to use. supporting text at paras 7.13 | proposed.
Council tax penalties are too 0 7.15 outlines the Plan’s
low. A sequential premium approach to ensuring homes
should be added increasing are occupied. Although
100% each year. mentioned in the Draft Local

Plan, Council tax penalties

are not a matter that can be

influenced by the Plan. We

have passed your comments

on to the relevant Council

Service.
Support for increase in council | This is not a matter that the No change
tax for second homes but Local Plan can control. We proposed.
question whether this is have passed your comments
sufficiently high. on to the relevant Council

Service.
Request for more detail Under the current legislation | Change
regarding the goal to resist applicable to London, proposed.

conversion of permanent
residential use to short term
lets. The plan should set out
the extent of the problem and
seek to reduce it rather than
simply stopping it increasing
further.

planning permission is
required for a residential
property to be used for short-
term lets (let for periods of
less than 90-days) unless the
use is restricted to a total of
90 days in any one year. We
propose to update the Plan to
set out the extent of the
problem in respect of short
term lets in Camden. The
Plan is clear that given the
threat that the growth of this
use poses to the rental
housing market and the
delivery of new permanent
homes, the Council will resist
the development of housing
for use as short-term lets,
unless the site is shown to be
unsuitable for the provision of
any form of permanent
housing.




H1 - Maximising Housing Supply

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
Make sure other local resources | Comments noted. No change
are sufficient or directly proposed.
proportional to the policy of
maximising new affordable
houses.
Support for general aims. Support welcomed. No change
However, concerns that West Comments noted. proposed.
Hampstead is in danger of
becoming overdeveloped, with
loss of valuable services and air
space.
More attention should be given to | Draft policies H1 and H2 No change
converting existing/vacant seek to maximise the proposed.
commercial premises to supply of housing, including
residential, upper floors over via mixed use
shops etc. empty office buildings. | developments. Policy IE2
Offices also supports the
conversion of offices to
housing subject to a
number of criteria.
Concerns regarding the number of | Draft Plan paragraphs 7.13 | No change
vacant homes in the borough and | — 7.15 are specifically proposed.
the effectiveness of measures, concerned with ensuring
e.g. Council tax penalties. homes are occupied.
Hampstead House has stood Although mentioned in the
vacant for considerable time. draft Local Plan, matters
There is little confidence in the such as Council tax
Council’s ability to enforce its penalties cannot be
rules. Even if new developments influenced by the Plan. We
are sold residents cannot afford to | have passed your
rent or buy them, so who are they | comments on to the
for? relevant Council Service.
Providing the housing that our Draft Policy H3 seeks to No change
population requires is a laudable | ensure that housing proposed.

and vital goal Should not move in
the direction of hyperdensity in
places like Hong Kong.

development meets the
residential design
standards set out in the
London Plan and nationally
described space standards.
Policy A1 — Protecting
Amenity seeks to protect
the quality of life of future
and existing occupiers and




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan

neighbours and resists
development that causes
unacceptable harm to
amenity.

The target for delivery of 770
homes per year is too little.
Camden is unaffordable because
there are too few housing units.
There is too little construction. It
should be made easier to build
new houses.

The Local Plan seeks to
maximise housing supply in
Camden based on the
delivery of available
development sites and
aims to deliver a minimum
of 11,550 additional homes
over the plan period to
2041. This factors in the
London Plan housing target
for Camden of 1,038
homes per year for the first
three years of the Plan
period (2026/27, 2027/28
and 2028/29), and also
includes the cumulative
backlog from under-delivery
of completed homes from
2019/2020 (the first year of
the London Plan period).
The housing target in the
Local Plan is a capacity-
based figure, based on the
limited land available in
Camden and expected
delivery over the Plan
period (from sites with
planning permission and
allocated sites), factoring in
an allowance for
unallocated small sites
delivering under 10
additional homes (based on
evidence of past delivery).

No change
proposed.

The priority for permanent self-
contained housing is generally
supported.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Welcome policy H1 — Maximising

Housing Supply, Parts B i) and ii).

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Support for the need for greater
housing delivery to meet existing
and future needs. Note the

Support welcomed,

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
emphasis on delivery of
permanent self-contained homes.
Policy H1 fails to acknowledge Draft policy H1 is No change
benefits brought about though concerned with proposed.
provision of diverse housing maximisation of housing
types, nor the challenges in retro | supply. Other policies in
fitting self-contained dwellings for | the Plan support the
specific residential needs. delivery of diverse housing
types (e.g.H6 and H7) and
promote retrofitting (namely
CC5).
The London Plan is supportive of | Draft Plan Policy H8 Change
the provision of specialist older specifically relates to proposed.
person housing. It considers that | supporting the provision of
non-self-contained housing for older people.
accommodation for older people However, we propose to
in care homes (C2 Use Class) update policy H1 Part B to
should count towards meeting include reference to
housing targets on a 1:1 ratio, with | “supporting other forms of
each bedroom being counted as a | permanent housing to meet
single home. more specific needs, such
as purpose- built student
Request that draft Policy H1 accommodation and
specifically acknowledges housing for people with
specialist and purpose-built forms | care or support
of accommodation and expands requirements”.
the priority to self-contained and
specialist forms of housing.
Support for the principle of The growing use of new No change
maximising housing supply. and existing homes in proposed.

However the policy does not
support short term lets.

Local Plan Policy H1 resists
shared-living accommodation,
which is contrary to London Plan
Policy H16, which specifically
provides for the development of
large-scale purpose-built shared
living (i.e. co-living).

Supporting the provision of
purpose-built co-living would have
the benefit of indirectly creating
more family homes. Recommend
that the new Local Plan contains
explicit support for the

Camden for short-term lets
threatens to seriously
reduce the stock of housing
available to long-term
residents, whilst proposals
to create new housing
specifically for short-term
lets threatens our ability to
meet targets for delivery of
permanent housing. Given
this, we will continue to
resist the further
development in Camden of
housing for use as short-
term lets, unless it can be




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
development of purpose-built co- | demonstrated to the
living accommodation, to ensure Council’s satisfaction that
that it is legally compliant with the | the site is unsuitable for the
London Plan, and meets the provision of any form of
NPPF test of being ‘positively permanent housing. Policy
prepared’. H10 sets out the Council’s
approach to housing with
shared facilities, which
includes purpose built
shared living, in line with
the London Plan.
The O2 Masterplan Site is Comment noted. No change
expected to provide 15% of the proposed.
boroughs housing need over the
plan period 2041.
There is no acknowledgement Draft Plan Policy H8 Change
within paragraph 7.9 of the specifically relates to proposed.
important role that Class C2 supporting the provision of
housing for older people can have | housing for older people.
on housing delivery. However, we propose to
An additional bullet point should update policy H1 Part B to
be added beneath paragraph 7.9 | include reference to
to state “Specialist older persons | “supporting other forms of
housing (Class C2)” in order to be | permanent housing to meet
consistent with the London Plan. more specific needs, such
as purpose-built student
accommodation and
housing for people with
care or support
requirements”.
11,550 additional homes over the | The Local Plan aims to No change
period would represent potentially | deliver 11,550 additional proposed.

too few homes. The Council will
be expected to deliver the London
Plan housing target by 2028/29

homes in Camden over the
Plan period 2026/27 to
2040/41. This target has
been derived in accordance
with the guidance in the
London Plan and includes
the remaining three years
of the Camden target for
2019/20 to 2028/29 from
the London Plan, and the
anticipated backlog against
this target at the start of the
Local Plan period.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
The Council will need to include We propose to update the Change
the backlog accumulated against | Plan to make it clear that proposed.
the London Plan from 2018/19 the housing target includes
into its new housing requirement. | the cumulative backlog
from 2019/2020 (the first
year of the London Plan
period).
Policy H1 of the London Plan is The Local Plan aims to No change
clear that the housing deliver 11,550 additional proposed.
requirements stipulated must be homes in Camden over the
delivered by each of the planning | Plan period 2026/27 to
authorities. There is also a 2040/41. This target has
growing push within Government | been derived in accordance
and the Greater London Authority | with the guidance in the
that each London borough is London Plan and includes
expected to deliver its apportioned | the remaining three years
housing requirements in full by the | of the Camden target for
end of the London Plan date. 2019/20 to 2028/29 from
the London Plan, and the
anticipated backlog against
this target at the start of the
Local Plan period.
The extent of the under-delivery Comment noted. No change
against the London Plan has proposed.
become a matter of concern to the
Government.
For the years 2026/27, 2027/28 Comment noted. The No change
and 2028/29 Camden will be housing target in the Plan proposed.
required to deliver at least 1,038 has been derived in
homes a year plus any remaining | accordance with the
backlog that has accumulated guidance in the London
since 2019/20. From 2029/30 Plan and includes the
onwards, it may draw upon the remaining three years of
data in the GLA SHLAA 2017 for the Camden target for
capacity post 2028/29 up to 2041 | 2019/20 to 2028/29 from
until a new London Plan is the London Plan.
adopted or published.
It is unclear from the draft Local The housing target in the No change
Plan what data precisely the Plan has been derived in proposed.

Council is drawing upon from the
GLA SHLAA 2017 to base its
housing requirement up to 2041.

accordance with the
guidance in the London
Plan and includes the
remaining three years of
the Camden target for
2019/20 to 2028/29 from
the London Plan.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan

The housing target is a
capacity-based figure,
based on expected delivery
over the Plan period (from
sites with planning
permission and allocated
sites), factoring in an
allowance for unallocated
small sites delivering under
10 additional homes (based
on evidence of past
delivery). It also includes
the cumulative backlog
from under-delivery of
completed homes against
the London Plan housing
target from 2019/2020 (the
first year of the London
Plan period) and reflects
the uncertainty and delay in
development at Euston.

A review of the London
SHLAA 2017 was
undertaken to inform both
site allocations in the Plan
and the housing target. It
should however be noted
that this work is almost 8
years old now and the GLA
is undertaking a new
SHLAA to support the
review of the London Plan.
Officers are working jointly
with the GLA on this, as it
will help to inform
Camden’s new housing
target in the next London
Plan.

The Council need to explain the The Local Plan aims to No change
derivation for the requirement for | deliver 11,550 additional proposed.
770 homes per year. This may homes in Camden over the
represent a shortfall against Plan period 2026/27 to
London Plan expectations. 2040/41. This target has
been derived in accordance
with the guidance in the
London Plan and includes




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
the remaining three years
of the Camden target for
2019/20 to 2028/29 from
the London Plan, and the
anticipated backlog against
this target at the start of the
Local Plan period. The 770
homes is not an annual
requirement, it simply
illustrates what the overall
target would be if divided
equally across the 15 years
of the Plan period.
There are no specific actions in Draft policy H1 seeks to No change
relation to increasing delivery from | maximise the supply of proposed.
small sites despite London Plan housing on all sites, and is
policy H2 making this a matter of | not restricted to major
strategic importance, and setting a | development. The
small sites target for Camden of approach is considered
3280 homes on sites less than a consistent with the London
quarter of a hectare. Plan and NPPF.
It would be helpful if the draft local | Given the limited availability
Plan explained how this of land in Camden, over
requirement of national and 50% of the sites we have
London Plan policy will be allocated for housing have
discharged. Relying simply on areas of less than 1
windfall would not necessarily hectare, which is consistent
ensure that homes on small sites | with NPPF guidance on
will materialise. sites for small and medium
sized house builders.
The London Plan encourages The Local Plan allocates a | No change
boroughs to identify and allocate number of sites for housing | proposed.
small sites. It would be helpful if that are less than 0.25ha.
the Council could provide a list of | The Plan also sets out the
allocated small sites and the site size for each allocation.
number of homes expected. This | Alist of sites that are under
will provide a sense of the reliance | 0.25ha will be set out in a
on windfall. Over-reliance on Topic Paper to support the
windfall will risk the London Plan examination of the Local
objective of supporting SME Plan.
house builders not being realised.
It is unclear if the Council is The housing trajectory No change
intending to supply 770 dwellings | assumes that the current proposed.

per annum evenly, for each year
of the Plan, orif it has an
alternative trajectory of delivery in

London Plan target for
Camden (effectively 1,038
additional homes per year)




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
mind. The trajectory will need to will continue to apply from 1
reflect how the backlog will be April 2026 to 31 March
addressed. It is considered the 2029, and that a target of
backlog cannot be deferred until 703 additional homes per
after 2029. year will apply thereafter.
Whilst the housing target
takes into account the
backlog, we do not propose
to apply the entire backlog
to the annual targets for the
first five years of the Plan
period.
Support the Council’s approach to | Support welcomed No change
monitor the delivery of additional proposed.
homes
Draft policy H1 makes no direct The housing target in the No change
reference to increasing housing Local Plan is a capacity- proposed.

delivery from small sites. London
Plan policy H2 makes it clear that
small sites are a strategic issue
for London, with a target of 3280
new homes on small sites.
Recognition and more deliberate
planning policy should be made
within the new Local Plan,
including a specific small sites
policy. This should reference
upward extensions of existing
buildings.

Include further small sites within
the site allocations. This would
reduce the reliance on ‘windfall’
sites and could include properties
such as Darwin Court, Clare
Court, Endsleigh Court and Witley
Court which have the ability to
deliver up to 30 new homes.

based figure, based on
expected delivery over the
Plan period (from sites with
planning permission and
allocated sites), factoring in
an allowance for
unallocated small sites
delivering under 10
additional homes (based on
evidence of past delivery).
Given the limited availability
of land in Camden, over
50% of the sites we have
allocated for housing have
areas of less than 1
hectare, which is consistent
with NPPF guidance on
sites for small and medium
sized house builders.
Whilst cumulatively the
sites suggested may deliver
30 homes, individually the
sites are considered too
small for allocation as they
are considered to each
deliver less than 10 homes
each and would therefore
not meet the threshold for
allocation in the Plan.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
Paragraph 124 (e) of the NPPF Draft Local Plan Policy D4 | No change
makes it clear councils should Extensions and Alterations | proposed.
support use of airspace above supports the extension and
existing buildings for new homes. | alteration of houses to
Airspace development and deliver increased
upward extensions can play an residential floorspace or
important role in housing delivery. | additional homes.
Further recognition in the
Council’s planning policy is
needed to align with national
planning policy.
Flexibility for the Euston We propose to include a No change
masterplan in the way described new policy in the local plan | proposed.
in this policy is welcome in the to support the delivery of
context of the very long-term development at Euston,
delivery timeframe of the project with further guidance to be
and in light of the fact that the provided through the
project is now required to fund updates to the Euston Area
HS2 at Euston. Plan. We consider there is
Retaining flexibility within large- sufficient flexibility in policy
scale brownfield regeneration H1 and the plan in general
projects needs to be recognised, to support the delivery of
particularly where a scheme may | development in Euston.
need to be a commercial-led
mixed use development rather
than a residential-led mixed-use
development. Retaining flexibility
on use mix is important to
optimise development value to the
Euston Landowners.
Welcome the proposed Although mentioned in the | No change
implementation of a four-fold Draft Local Plan, Council proposed.
council tax payable on homes tax penalties are not a
kept empty for 10 years or more. matter that can be
Request the Council consider influenced by the Plan. We
further increasing the planned have passed your
premiums of 100% where a home | comments on to the
has been empty for 2 years and relevant Council Service.
200% where the property remains
empty for 5 years or more.
Welcome decision by the Council | Although mentioned in the | No change
to implement a 100% premium on | Draft Local Plan, Council proposed.

council tax for second homes.
Urge the council to consider
further increasing the premium to
200% or 300% to increase the

tax penalties are not a
matter that can be
influenced by the Plan. We
have passed your




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to
the draft Local
Plan

likelihood of bringing the comments on to the
properties into use. relevant Council Service.
Welcome commitment to resist We propose to update the | Change
short term lets in place of Plan to refer to the current | proposed.
permanent homes. It would be position. In Camden there
useful for the Plan to include an are over 4,000 short-term
indication of how large this lets being offered for
problem is currently and how it aggregate periods
can be reduced. exceeding the 90-day

restriction, and over 5,000

entire homes being

marketed for short-term

lets.
The draft local policy H1 sets out | The housing target in the No change
a target equivalent to 770 homes | Plan has been derived in proposed.

per year until 2041 which is
significantly below the current
annualised London Plan target
and is of concern. The draft plan
states the figure is derived from
rolling forward the small sites
target as per table 4.2 of the
London Plan as well as
accounting for large sites in the
2017 SHLAA referenced at 4.1.11
of the London Plan 2021.
However, there is greater
uncertainty with sites in the 2017
SHLAA with later phases not
coming forwards or new sites
emerging since the SHLAA.
London Plan para 4.1.11 sets out
that when calculating housing
targets beyond 2029, boroughs
should include additional capacity
from any committed transport
infrastructure improvements, and
the call for sites process. Sites
may also be identified through the
ongoing LAND4LDN work which is
part of the London Plan review.

accordance with the
guidance in the London
Plan and includes the
remaining three years of
the Camden target for
2019/20 to 2028/29 from
the London Plan.

The housing target is a
capacity-based figure,
based on expected delivery
over the Plan period (from
sites with planning
permission and allocated
sites), factoring in an
allowance for unallocated
small sites delivering under
10 additional homes (based
on evidence of past
delivery). It also includes
the cumulative backlog
from under-delivery of
completed homes against
the London Plan housing
target from 2019/2020 (the
first year of the London
Plan period) and reflects
the uncertainty and delay in
development at Euston.

A review of the London
SHLAA 2017 was
undertaken to inform both




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan

site allocations in the Plan
and the housing target. It is
however recognised that
this work is almost 8 years
old and the GLA is
undertaking a new SHLAA
to support the review of the
London Plan. Officers are
working jointly with the GLA
on this, as it will help to
inform Camden’s new
housing target in the next
London Plan.

LBC should ensure that in the

evidence base to support the draft

Plan, densities are set at an

appropriate level making the best

use of land.

The housing target in the
Local Plan is a capacity
based target factoring in
sites that are allocated in
the Plan, the Euston Area
Plan, planning permissions
and a small sites windfall
allowance. Design-led
capacity work has been
undertaken for all the sites
allocated in the Plan that
are not subject to planning
permission / identified in a
Planning Framework. The
capacity work has been
undertaken taking into
account the approach in the
London Plan and local
policy considerations. This
work will be set out in a
Topic Paper that will be
submitted to the examiner
to inform the examination of
the Plan.

Furthermore, Policy DS1
states that the Council will
ensure that land is used
efficiently, and that a
development makes best
use of its site. It also goes
on to state that the Council
will resist development that

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
makes inefficient use of
Camden’s limited land. In
addition to this Policy H1
states that we will seek to
optimise the homes
delivered on all sites using
a design led approach.
Draft plan policy H1 should set out | The Local Plan aims to Change
any shortfall in delivery since 2019 | deliver 11,550 additional proposed.
and factor this into the overall homes in Camden over the
housing need. Any shortfall Plan period 2026/27 to
should be made up over the 2040/41. This target has
remaining London Plan period to been derived in accordance
2029. Welcome recognitions that | with the guidance in the
the forthcoming London Plan London Plan and includes
review would likely change the remaining three years
Camden’s housing target. It is of the Camden target for
recommended that there is 2019/20 to 2028/29 from
flexibility within the draft plan to the London Plan, and the
safeguard this. anticipated backlog against
The current London Plan does not | this target at the start of the
meet identified need and therefore | Local Plan period.
overall required housing should We propose to update the
not be expected to reduce. Plan to make it clear that
the imminent review of the
London Plan will result in a
new capacity-based
housing target for Camden,
which once adopted, will
supersede the target that is
in the new Local Plan. We
are aware that the GLA are
aiming to adopt the new
London Plan in 2027, so
this may mean that
Camden’s new Local Plan
housing target is only in
place for a short period of
time.
Welcome reference to LPG on Support welcomed. The No change
Small Sites Design Codes and housing target in the Local | proposed.

Optimising Site Capacity: A
Design Led Approach. It will be
crucial in light of the overall low
housing figures to ensure that

Plan factors in an
allowance for unallocated
small sites delivering under
10 additional homes (based




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
LBC'’s policy framework provides | on evidence of past
a positive and clear approach to delivery). Furthermore,
drive up delivery of homes on given the limited availability
small sites. of land in Camden, over
50% of the sites we have
allocated for housing have
areas of less than 1
hectare, which is consistent
with NPPF guidance on
sites for small and medium
sized house builders.
Draft policy H1 and chapter 7 We propose to include a No change
generally have some quite specific | new policy in the local plan | proposed.
build standard requirements that to support the delivery of
may have viability impact at development at Euston,
Euston generally. There is with further guidance to be
essentially a presumption that provided through the
sites should be developed for updates to the Euston Area
housing unless it can be proven Plan. We consider there is
unviable. Suggest that it is better | sufficient flexibility in policy
understood how this might apply H1 and the plan in general
at Euston, which remains to support the delivery of
commercially led mixed use. development in Euston.
Retaining flexibility is important for
Landowners to optimise
development value.
Support resistance to short term In London, the Greater No change
lets. Please add to the text an London Council (General proposed.

intention to condition any
consents for new dwellings so that
tenancies are far longer than 90
days, though. We would like to
see 2-3 year tenancies offered as
a minimum for all new dwellings if
they are rented out, to go some
way to rebuilding a stable
community.

Powers) Act 1973 (as
amended by the
Deregulation Act 2015)
provides for Council Tax
payers to let their property
as visitor accommodation
for short periods not
exceeding a total of 90
days in any one calendar
year.

Draft Plan paragraphs 7.8 -
7.15 set out the Council
priority for permanent self-
contained homes and
ensuring homes are
occupied. Itis not
considered appropriate or




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed

Changes to
the draft Local
Plan
enforceable to condition
such a measure to all new
rented dwellings.
Support the aspirations of Policy Support welcomed. Change
H1 which seeks to maximise We propose to update proposed.

housing supply in the borough.
Recognise the importance of self-
contained homes as a priority.
Alternative forms of housing can
provide an opportunity to unlock
challenging sites and contribute to
housing targets. Flexibility should
be applied with sites reviewed on
a case-by-case basis as
suggested within the supporting
text at para 7.24.

Agreement that the delivery of
homes should be optimised
through a design-led approach,
which is in line with the London
Plan.

policy H1 Part B to include
reference to “supporting
other forms of permanent
housing to meet more
specific needs, such as
purpose- built student
accommodation and
housing for people with
care or support
requirements”.

H2 - Maximising the Supply of Self-contained Housing from Mixed

Use Schemes

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

It is important that the policy | Comment noted. The No change
is applied holistically to the supporting text to policy H2 proposed.
allocation rather than to sets out further information on

individual parcels. A how the policy should be

pragmatic approach is applied.

required to avoid unfairly

prejudicing sites which are

constrained and cannot

incorporate residential

whether on viability or other

grounds or a combination.

It is suggested that additional | No change is considered No change
wording is added that necessary, as ancillary space proposed.

incorporates ‘ancillary office
space associated with
educational institutions’ into
the list of public buildings/
facilities to reflect the fact that

associated with a publicly
funded educational institution,
would be considered part of the
overarching use, and would
therefore be exempt from H2.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

this type of floorspace also
forms part of the University’s
estate Amend the first
sentence of paragraph 7.38
as follows:

"We will not seek a
contribution from those
elements of a development
that are publicly funded or
otherwise serve a public
purpose, such as hospitals,
educational, medical and
research institutions
(including ancillary office
floorspace), and transport
infrastructure and facilities."

Furthermore the supporting
text to H2 states that we will
not seek a housing contribution
from development of non-
residential floorspace secured
for occupation by a Higher
Education institution which is
supported by the Office for
Students, and thereby serves a
public purpose. In addition,
where development is
proposed by a Higher
Education institution supported
by the Office for Students, as
an alternative to seeking
permanent self-contained
housing, the Council may
support a mixed-use
development including student
housing (known as purpose-
built student accommodation)
that serves the same
institution, subject to the
student accommodation
satisfying the requirements of
Policy H9.

Since 2015, market and The draft Local Plan was No change
economic conditions have subject to viability assessment | proposed.
changed, including increased | which can be found on the

build costs. It would Council’'s website Evidence -

therefore be useful for the Camden Council

Council to carry out an The policy allows for the

updated viability assessment | consideration of the economics

to demonstrate that H2 and financial viability of the

remains deliverable, in order | development.

to ensure the new local plan

is justified as per the NPPF.

Acknowledge that Camden’s | The priority the Council gives No change
priority is the delivery of self | to self-contained housing proposed.

contained housing but
requiring housing from
commercial-led schemes
undermines other policy
objectives in the Plan and the
London Plan which promote
economic development within
the Borough and in particular

reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, from non-housing
uses such as hotels, and from
alternative forms of housing
such as purpose-built student
accommodation.



https://www.camden.gov.uk/evidence
https://www.camden.gov.uk/evidence
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Changes to the
draft Local Plan

within the Central Activities
Zone and Knowledge
Quarter. The adopted local
plan policy H2 is in direct
conflict with the London Plan
and threatens to undermine
deliverability of commercial
development. Camden is the
only borough in London with
a mixed use policy, which
impacts its commercial
attractiveness.

. It is acknowledged that
Camden is falling short of
achieving its annual housing
targets. However, we do not
consider the requirement for
housing to be delivered
alongside and to the
detriment of commercial
development in central
London as an appropriate or
justified strategy for
addressing this issue. We
therefore consider that Policy
H2 should be deleted.

Furthermore, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against the housing
targets it is considered justified
and necessary for the Council
to take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider that policy H2 is
an effective mechanism for
helping to maximise housing
supply to meet the need set out
in H1, which in turn also helps
to maximise affordable housing
provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.
The policy also helps to protect
and enhance the borough’s
well-established mixed-use
character, which in turn should
help to sustain the Central
Activities Zone and key Town
Centres where the policy
applies.

We do not consider that any | Policy S1 South Camden No change
form of mixed-use policy recognises that the Knowledge | proposed.
should apply in the Central Quarter and CAZ should be the
Activities Zone or the main focuses of employment
Knowledge Quarter. The Plan | development in Camden.
should recognise the Self-contained housing is
specialist nature of the however the priority land-use of
Knowledge Quarter and life the Plan, due to the acute need
science developments in for housing in Camden
particular, the strategic (particularly affordable
objectives for this sector and | housing). The Council is
the challenges that it has in required to deliver against
delivering housing. housing targets and given this,
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.
If a form of mixed-use policy | Policy H2 is clear that where No change
is to remain in the Local Plan | self-contained housing cannot | proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

and be applicable to the
Central Activities Zone and
the Knowledge Quarter, we
consider that it should focus
on a financial contribution to
be used on other Camden
housing developments in the
Borough rather than requiring
housing to be provided on
site or off site. This approach
would prioritise employment
space, and enable delivery of
new homes on Camden’s
own estates.

practically be provided on-site
or off-site the Council may
accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.

It is considered that the
delivery of additional housing in
the areas covered by the
policy, including the CAZ, will
help provide activity and
surveillance when businesses
are closed, enliven marginal
areas at the periphery of
established frontages, and
support shops, services and
local facilities.

An alternative approach
would be for the Policy to
seek a financial contribution
on small / medium sized
schemes proposing increases
in floorspace of up to 2,000
sgm, below which it is most
challenging to provide the
housing as part of a
commercial scheme and
prioritise housing / affordable
housing delivery on larger
schemes. Also suggest that
the Policy is clear that where
housing is required under any
form of mixed-use policy, that
the Council will prioritise the
delivery of affordable
housing.

Demand for housing and
general housing need in
Camden is such that it is
imperative that the Council
seeks housing delivery from all
available potential sources.
Policy H2 is clear that where
self-contained housing cannot
practically be provided on-site
or off-site the Council may
accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have
accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be

No change
proposed.
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Council’s Response
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draft Local Plan

delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

Paragraph 7.28 should cross
refer to paragraph 7.9 which
sets out the other forms of
housing that would also be
considered to constitute self-
contained housing and
contribute towards meeting
housing targets.

We propose to update the
supporting text to add a cross
reference to para 7.9.

Change
proposed.

The Council is aware that the
opportunity to find an off-site
housing site within the
Borough is rare and if one is
found, the cost of acquiring
the site renders many
schemes unviable.
Introducing an 800-metre
distance in terms of the initial
search area is onerous and
unrealistic.

Furthermore there is no
evidence to support the
requirement. Criteria for off-
site suitability should be
based on appropriateness in
order to maximise benefits
from the host and donor sites.

We propose to update the
supporting text to remove
reference to the need to find
alternative sites within an 800m
straight line distance of the
development.

Change
proposed.

Paragraph 7.28 should cross
refer to paragraph 7.9 which
sets out the other forms of
housing that would also be
considered to constitute self-
contained housing and
contribute towards meeting
housing targets.

We propose to update the
supporting text to add a cross
reference to para 7.9.

Change
proposed.

Acknowledging the priority is
delivery of self-contained
housing, but do not agree
that this should be at the
expense of commercial led
schemes. Camden is the
only borough in London with
a mixed use policy, affecting
its attractiveness for investors
compared to other parts of

The priority the Council gives
to self-contained housing
reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses, such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.

No change
proposed.
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the CAZ and other knowledge
clusters.

Furthermore, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against the housing
targets it is considered justified
and necessary for the Council
to take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider the approach in
policy H2 is an effective
mechanism for helping to
maximise housing supply to
meet the need set out in H1,
which in turn also helps to
maximise affordable housing
provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.
The policy also helps to protect
and enhance the borough’s
well-established mixed-use
character, which in turn should
help to sustain the Central
Activities Zone and key Town
Centres where the policy
applies.

The requirement to provide
housing under the existing
wording of Policy H2 often
means that proposals are
unviable and developers will
look to invest in alternative
Boroughs. The Council is
aware of instances where
individual commercial sites
are not maximised to their full
potential to reduce the
housing requirement

Policy H2 does not meet
national policy, does not meet
the necessary tests in terms
of being fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to a
commercial led development
and should be deleted. If the

Policy S1 South Camden
recognises that the Knowledge
Quarter and CAZ should be the
main focuses of employment
development in Camden.
Self-contained housing is
however the priority land-use of
the Plan, due to the acute need
for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable
housing). The Council is
required to deliver against
housing targets and, given this,
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing. We
disagree that H2 does not

No change
proposed.
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Council is minded keeping
Policy H2 it should not be
applicable in the CAZ.

accord with national policy.
Furthermore, the approach has
been found sound at previous
local plan examinations.

IF H2 is retained the Council
should accept a financial
contribution for small /
medium sized schemes
generating up to 2,000 sgm
increase, where it is often
more difficult to provide the
housing as part of the
scheme), and prioritise
housing / affordable housing
delivery on larger schemes
with priority for the delivery of
affordable homes.

Demand for housing and
general housing need is such
that it is imperative that the
Council seeks housing delivery
from all available potential
sources. Policy H2 is clear that
where self-contained housing
cannot practically be provided
on-site or off-site the Council
may accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have
accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be
delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

No change
proposed.

Paragraph 7.28 should cross
refer to paragraph 7.9 which
sets out the other forms of
housing that would also be
considered to constitute self-
contained housing and
contribute towards meeting
housing targets.

We propose to update the
supporting text to add a cross
reference to para 7.9.

Change
proposed.
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The Council is aware that the
opportunity to find an off-site
housing site within the
Borough is rare and if one is
found, the cost of acquiring
the site renders many
schemes unviable.
Furthermore there is no
evidence to support the
requirement. Criteria for off-
site suitability should be
based on appropriateness in
order to maximise benefits

from the host and donor sites.

A financial contribution
towards upgrading existing
Council estates, bringing
back existing empty homes
into use and providing for
new housing should be the
key objective.

We propose to update the
supporting text to remove
reference to the need to find
alternative sites within an 800m
straight line distance of the
development.

Change
proposed.

The mixed-use policy
requiring housing from
commercial schemes is
increasingly challenging in
viability terms and threatens
to undermine the
deliverability of commercial
development and
consequently the continued
sustainability and
improvement of town centres,
growth areas and the CAZ.

Camden is the only central
London borough with a mixed
use policy, making it more
challenging and less enticing
for development.

The priority the Council gives
to self-contained housing
reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses, such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.
Furthermore, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider the approach in
policy H2 is an effective
mechanism for helping to
maximise housing supply to
meet the need set out in H1,
which in turn also helps to
maximise affordable housing

No change
proposed.
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provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.
The policy also helps to protect
and enhance the borough’s
well-established mixed-use
character, which in turn should
help to sustain the Central
Activities Zone and key Town
Centres where the policy
applies.

The draft Local Plan was also
subject to viability assessment,
which can be found on the
Council’'s website.

This policy creates conflict It is considered that the Plan is | No change
with the need to look at sufficiently flexible to enable a | proposed.
refurbishment/ retrofit first as | judgement on planning balance

it renders many to be made at the planning

redevelopment options for application stage.

existing commercial buildings | The draft Plan has been

unviable as extra subject to viability assessment,
staircasesl/lifts for different which can be found on the

land uses would need to be Council’'s website.

inserted into buildings.

Policy H2 does not meet We disagree that H2 does not | No change
national policy, does not meet | accord with national policy. proposed.
the necessary tests in terms | Furthermore, the approach has

of being fairly and reasonably | been found sound at previous

related in scale and kind to a | local plan examinations.

commercial led development | Policy H2 is clear that where

and should be deleted. self-contained housing cannot

However, if a mixed use practically be provided on-site

policy is to remain in the draft | or off-site the Council may

plan, it is suggested that this | accept payment in lieu in

should focus on a financial exceptional circumstances.

contribution for use by

Camden housing

developments.

An alternative approach Demand for housing and No change
would be to accept a financial | general housing need is such proposed.

contribution for small /
medium sized schemes
generating up to 2,000 sgm
increase, where it is often
more difficult to provide the
housing as part of the

that it is imperative that the
Council seeks housing delivery
from all available potential
sources. Policy H2 is clear that
where self-contained housing
cannot practically be provided
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scheme (and for which under
current policy, onsite
affordable housing is not
required), and prioritise
housing / affordable housing
delivery on schemes with an
uplift of over 2,000 sgm GIA.

on-site or off-site the Council
may accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have
accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be
delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

The Council is aware that the
opportunity to find an off-site
housing site within the
Borough is rare and if one is
found, the cost of acquiring
the site renders many
schemes unviable.
Furthermore there is no
evidence to support the
requirement. Criteria for off-
site suitability should be
based on appropriateness in
order to maximise benefits

from the host and donor sites.

A financial contribution
towards upgrading existing
Council estates, bringing
back existing empty homes
into use and providing for
new housing should be the
key objective.

We propose to update the
supporting text to remove
reference to the need to find
alternative sites within an 800m
straight line distance of the
development.

Change
proposed.
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Paragraph 7.38 states that When applying the policy the No change
Camden will not seek a Council will define medical and | proposed.
contribution of self-contained | research institutions on the
homes from those elements basis of the definitions set out
of a development that are in the Use Class Order (1987)
publicly funded or otherwise | and amendments. Any
serve a public purpose, such | application for development
as hospitals, educational, would be assessed on a case
medical and research by case basis.
institutions. Further
clarification is sought as to
what example uses are
defined as medical and
research institutions.
Given recognition of the Policy S1 South Camden No change
benefits that can be delivered | recognises that the Knowledge | proposed.
from the Knowledge Quarter / | Quarter and CAZ should be the
CAZ uses, it would appear at | main focuses of employment
odds with the general thrust development in Camden.
of the London Plan and other | Self-contained housing is
Council objectives to ‘water however the priority land-use of
down’ these benefits with an the Plan, due to the acute need
on-site housing requirement. | for housing in Camden
Recommend that the Council | (particularly affordable
reconsiders the balance of housing). The Council is
competing land uses and required to deliver against
seeks to prioritise more housing targets and given this,
suitable CAZ uses in this part | it is considered justified and
of the necessary for the Council to
borough. take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.
It is considered that the
delivery of additional housing in
the areas covered by the
policy, including the CAZ, will
help provide activity and
surveillance when businesses
are closed, enliven marginal
areas at the periphery of
established frontages, and
support shops, services and
local facilities.
In the examination of the The priority the Council gives No change
Westminster City Plan, the to self-contained housing proposed.

inspector recommended

reflects the intense competition
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deleting draft Policy 10, which
required office and hotel
developments to provide
affordable housing. We
suggest that the same
conclusion could be found in
this instance and that
Camden should reconsider
the ability for H2 to require
the delivery of housing within
commercial schemes within
the CAZ.

It is our contention that Policy
H2 does not satisfy the
criteria of paragraph 35 of the
NPPF (2023) as the
approach is not justified or
reasonable for commercial
schemes in a CAZ context.
The requirement for housing
from commercially led
schemes undermines other
policy objectives in the Plan
and the London Plan that
promote economic
development within the
Borough.

Existing Local Plan Policy H2
poses increasing challenges
and jeopardises the feasibility
of commercial development
in the Borough. Camden is
the only London borough still
adhering to a mixed-use
policy, affecting its
commercial appeal and
investment attractiveness.
Therefore, we propose the
deletion of Policy H2.

for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.
Furthermore, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider the approach in
policy H2 is an effective
mechanism for helping to
maximise housing supply to
meet the need set out in H1,
which in turn also helps to
maximise affordable housing
provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.
Furthermore, the policy also
helps to protect and enhance
the borough’s well-established
mixed-use character, which in
turn should help to sustain the
Central Activities Zone and key
Town Centres where the policy
applies.

Policy H2 has expanded to
include the new sub area of
South Camden, covering the
CAZ and Knowledge Quarter.
Commercial development
should take precedence in
this area to maintain

Policy S1 South Camden
recognises that the Knowledge
Quarter and CAZ should be the
main focuses of employment
development in Camden.
Self-contained housing is
however the priority land-use of
the Plan, due to the acute need

No change
proposed.

(see also
DP067)
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London’s leading innovation
districts status.

for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable
housing). Furthermore, the
Council is required to deliver
against housing targets and
given this it is considered
justified and necessary for the
Council to take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

The policy approach in H2 is | We propose to update draft Change
less applicable to a large- policy H2 to note that the proposed.
scale masterplans than Council will also take into

individual sites. At Euston, it account the vision, objectives

is important that Lendlease and policies of the Euston Area

and the Euston Landowners | Plan and the particular

have the ability to allocate challenges affecting land

zones of the site purely to directly involved in the

commercial uses. construction and/ or

Large areas of the Euston redevelopment of the stations

masterplan have the potential | at Euston, including the funding

to be wholly commercial requirements associated with

floorspace and it is not rail infrastructure, and the

necessarily appropriate for all | potential for a flexible approach

plots to contain a mix of uses. | across a portfolio of sites,

These policies should not be | having regard to the residential

strictly applied to Euston, and | and non-residential floorspace

should be covered by the involved in demolition related

Euston Area Plan update in a | to rail infrastructure and

more bespoke and flexible replacement of properties.

manner.

The requirement for The priority the Council gives No change
commercial schemes to to self-contained housing proposed.

provide housing is
increasingly challenging and
threatens to undermine
deliverability of commercial
development, successful
town centres and the CAZ.
Policy H2 is not considered to
meet national policy, and is
not fair and reasonably
related to scale and kind.
The policy should be deleted.

reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses, such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing, such as purpose-built
student accommodation.
Self-contained housing is
however the priority land-use of
the Plan, due to the acute need
for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable
housing). The Council is
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Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

required to deliver against
housing targets and, given this,
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider the approach in
policy H2 is an effective
mechanism for helping to
maximise housing supply to
meet the need set out in H1,
which in turn also helps to
maximise affordable housing
provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.

We disagree that H2 does not
accord with national policy.
Furthermore, the approach has
been found sound at previous
local plan examinations

If a form of mixed-use policy
is to remain in the Local Plan
we consider that it should
focus on a financial
contribution to be used on
other Camden housing
developments in the Borough
rather than an on-site / off site
requirement

Contributions could be used
to improve existing housing
stock as well as delivery of
new homes.

A sensible approach would
be to accept financial
contribution for small/
medium sized schemes
generating up to 2,000 sgm
increase, where it is often
more difficult to provide the
housing as part of the
scheme, and prioritise
housing / affordable housing
delivery on larger schemes.

Demand for housing and
general housing need is such
that it is imperative that the
Council seeks housing delivery
from all available potential
sources. Policy H2 is clear that
where self-contained housing
cannot practically be provided
on-site or off-site the Council
may accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have

No change
proposed.
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Consideration should be
given to a housing/ affordable
housing credit system to take
account of early delivery. A
portfolio approach to
development could be used
to offset planning
requirements generated by
future schemes, and would
deliver better outcomes
supporting the delivery of
affordable housing in a more
appropriate location.

accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be
delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

We do not consider that
housing / affordable housing
credits are a realistic option in
Camden, given the high value
of land and the lack of any RP
portfolio in the borough that
could deliver this.

It is not considered necessary
to change our approach as
suggested.

It is considered that We propose to update the Change
paragraph 7.28 should cross | supporting text to add a cross | proposed.
refer to paragraph 7.9 which | reference to para 7.9.

sets out the other forms of

housing that would also be

considered to constitute self-

contained housing and

contribute towards meeting

housing targets.

The Council is aware that the | We propose to update the Change
opportunity to find an off-site | supporting text to remove proposed.

housing site within the
Borough is rare and if one is
found, the cost of acquiring a
site renders many schemes
unviable.

There appears to be no
evidence base for the search
area or distance. The specific
distance requirement is
unnecessary and the criteria
for an off-site solution should
be based on whether the site
is appropriate or not in order
to maximise the planning

reference to the need to find
alternative sites within an 800m
straight line distance of the
development.
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Council’s Response
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Changes to the
draft Local Plan

benefits of both the host and
donor sites.

Concerned that the policy H2 has been established over | No change
allows a way out of many years and has operated | proposed.
requirement to provide successfully. We consider that

permanent self-contained it is an effective mechanism for

homes. The plan allows off- | helping to maximise housing

site provision and gives a lot | supply to meet the need set out

of flexibility to vary the in H1, which in turn also helps

proportion of market and to maximise affordable housing

affordable housing, and to provision.

vary the split between low-

cost rented and intermediate

affordable.

The Council should enshrine | As referenced in the supporting | No change
a sufficiently robust, text of the Plan, more detailed | proposed.
transparent calculation (para | information regarding the

7.48) for off-site provision and | calculation of off-site provision

payments in lieu to ensure and payments in lieu is

that the borough is not out- provided within the Council’s

negotiated by developers and | supplementary planning

that Camden’s communities | guidance.

are provided with the extra

housing they desperately

need.

The requirement for The priority the Council gives No change
commercial schemes to to self-contained housing proposed.

provide housing is
increasingly challenging and
threatens to undermine
deliverability of commercial
development, successful
town centres and the CAZ.
Policy H2 does not meet
national policy, does not meet
the necessary tests in terms
of being fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to a
commercial-led development
and should be deleted. Not all
sites can feasibly provide
residential homes, nor can
suitable donor sites be
located. This policy therefore
has the potential to harmfully
stifle development in the
Borough which could impact

reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses, such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.
Furthermore, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver housing targets it is
considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

We consider the approach in
policy H2 is an effective
mechanism for helping to
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on the local economy’s
vitality.

maximise housing supply to
meet the need set out in H1,
which in turn also helps to
maximise affordable housing
provision. It has been
established over many years
and has operated successfully.
The policy also allows for the
consideration of the economics
and financial viability of the
development.

Furthermore, the policy also
helps to protect and enhance
the borough’s well-established
mixed-use character, which in
turn should help to sustain the
Central Activities Zone and key
Town Centres where the policy
applies.

If a form of mixed-use policy | Policy H2 is clear that where No change
is to remain in the Local Plan | self-contained housing cannot | proposed.
we consider that it should practically be provided on-site
focus on a financial or off-site the Council may
contribution to be used on accept payment in lieu in
other Camden housing exceptional circumstances.
developments in the Borough | It is considered that the
rather than an onsite / off site | delivery of additional housing in
requirement. the areas covered by the

policy, including the CAZ, will

help provide activity and

surveillance when businesses

are closed, enliven marginal

areas at the periphery of

established frontages, and

support shops, services and

local facilities.
An alternative approach Demand for housing and No change
would be to accept financial general housing need in proposed.

contribution for small/
medium sized schemes
generating up to 2,000 sgm
increase, where it is often
more difficult to provide the
housing as part of the
scheme, and prioritise
housing / affordable housing
delivery on larger schemes.

Camden is such that it is
imperative that the Council
seeks housing delivery from all
available potential sources.
Policy H2 is clear that where
self-contained housing cannot
practically be provided on-site
or off-site the Council may
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Consideration should be
given to a housing/ affordable
housing credit system to take
account of early delivery. A
portfolio approach to
development could be used
to offset planning
requirements generated by
future schemes, and would
deliver better outcomes
supporting the delivery of
affordable housing in a more
appropriate location.

accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have
accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be
delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

The Council’s approach to the
delivery of affordable housing
is well established and
considered to work effectively.
We do not consider that
housing / affordable housing
credits are a realistic option in
Camden, given the high value
of land and the lack of any RP
portfolio in the borough that
could deliver this.

Paragraph 7.28 should cross
refer to paragraph 7.9 which
sets out the other forms of
housing that would also be
considered to constitute self-
contained housing and
contribute towards meeting
housing targets.

We propose to update the
supporting text to add a cross
reference to para 7.9.

Change
proposed.

The Council is aware that the
opportunity to find an off-site

We propose to update the
supporting text to remove

Change
proposed.
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housing site within the
Borough is rare and if one is
found, the cost of acquiring
the site renders many
schemes unviable. There
appears to be no evidence
base for the search area. The
specific distance requirement
is unnecessary and the
criteria for an off site solution
should be based on whether
the site is appropriate or not
in order to maximise the
planning benefits of both the
host and donor sites.

reference to the need to find
alternative sites within an 800m
straight line distance of the
development.

Strongly support for
objectives of policy S1 Parts |
and J, but question how the
impact of policy H2 on the
success of these objectives
for the Knowledge Quarter
has been considered and
assessed — especially if half
the additional floorspace on
all sites in the Knowledge
Quarter is expected to come
forward as housing.

London Plan policy SD5 is
clear that new residential
development should not
compromise the strategic
functions of the CAZ and that
offices and other strategic
CAZ functions are to be given
greater weight relative to new
residential development.

Policy S1 South Camden
recognises that the Knowledge
Quarter and CAZ should be the
main focuses of employment
development in Camden.
Self-contained housing is,
however, the priority land-use
of the Plan, due to the acute
need for housing in Camden
(particularly affordable
housing). The Council is
required to deliver against
housing targets Test and given
this it is considered justified
and necessary for the Council
to take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

The Knowledge Quarter is Policy S1 and Policy IE1 No change
not acknowledged under Part | recognise the importance of proposed.
C or in any other policy in the | and seek to support the
Draft Plan, even though Knowledge Quarter in
policy S1 identifies it Camden. Furthermore a
alongside the CAZ as the number of sites are allocated to
main focus for employment deliver research and
development in Camden. development uses, which will
consider that specific also help to sustain and
recognition of the Knowledge | support the Knowledge
Quarter should be included Quarter.
under part C of the policy in
an additional criterion. The supporting text to Policy
H2 acknowledges that in some
areas, there may be local
priorities to be balanced
against the priority given to
housing, particularly in the
Central Activities Zone (CAZ).
It goes on to state that the
Council also supports the
institutions and activities that
comprise the Knowledge
Quarter in the general area of
King’s Cross and Euston, such
as the Wellcome Institute and
the British Library, and their
requirements may be foremost
in particular locations.
No additional wording is
therefore considered
necessary.
Recognise the strong focus The priority the Council gives No change
on delivering self-contained to self-contained housing proposed.

homes, but concerned that
requirements to deliver
housing from non-residential
schemes will undermine
economic development
objectives within South
Camden, particularly the
CAZ.

The primary concern that the
policy discourages
developers from undertaking
minor uplifts in commercial

reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.

Due to the acute need for
housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
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space above 200sgm due to
the requirement triggers.
Developers are incentivised
to simply refurbish a building
or not to maximise
development opportunities.
Other central London
boroughs have removed the
mixed-use policies from their
newly adopted plans meaning
LBC is now the only London
Borough still proposing a
mixed-use policy.

Fear policy H2 will
discourage investment in
commercial development
within the Borough compared
to other Central London
Boroughs and therefore
propose that it is deleted.

it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

H2 has been established over
many years and has operated
successfully. We consider that
it is an effective mechanism for
helping to maximise housing
supply to meet the need set out
in H1, which in turn also helps
to maximise affordable housing
provision.

The policy also helps to protect
and enhance the borough’s
well-established mixed-use
character, which in turn should
help to sustain the Central
Activities Zone and key Town
Centres where the policy
applies.

Acknowledgement Camden’s
priority for delivery of self-
contained homes, but
requiring housing from
commercial led schemes
undermines other policy
objectives in the Plan and the
London Plan.

Adopted Local Plan policy H2
is increasingly challenging
and threatens to undermine
deliverability of commercial
development in the KQ.
Camden is the only London
borough which still has a
mixed use policy which
impacts competitiveness
when compared to other
parts of central London.
Requiring commercial
development to contribute to
the supply of housing is not
an efficient or effective means
of delivering housing and is

The priority the Council gives
to self-contained housing
reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.

Due to the acute need for
housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

H2 has been established over
many years and has operated
successfully. We consider that
it is an effective mechanism for
helping to maximise housing

No change
proposed.
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inconsistent with the London
Plan. Policy H2 should
therefore be deleted, and any
form of mixed-use policy
should apply in the
Knowledge Quarter.

supply to meet the need set out
in H1, which in turn also helps
to maximise affordable housing
provision.

The policy also helps to protect
and enhance the borough’s
well-established mixed-use
character, which in turn should
help to sustain the Central
Activities Zone and key Town
Centres where the policy
applies.

If a mixed use policy remains | Policy H2 is clear that where No change
in the local plan and apply to | self-contained housing cannot | proposed.
the Knowledge Quarter, then | practically be provided on-site
it should focus on a financial | or off-site the Council may
contribution to benefit other accept payment in lieu in
Camden-led housing exceptional circumstances.
developments in the borough | It is considered that the
as opposed to on/off-site delivery of additional housing in
provision. This approach the areas covered by the
would prioritise economic policy, including the CAZ, will
growth and be consistent with | help provide activity and
policy DS1. surveillance when businesses
are closed, enliven marginal
areas at the periphery of
established frontages, and
support shops, services and
local facilities.
Where housing is required it | Demand for housing and No change
would be helpful to have general housing need is such proposed.

clarification that the Council
will prioritise the delivery of
affordable over market
housing. The Council is
aware of limited availability
and difficulty in securing sites
within the KQ which may
render schemes unviable.
Off-site provision should be
based on sites being
appropriate, to maximise the
planning benefits of the
application and donor site(s),
rather than proximity.

that it is imperative that the
Council seeks housing delivery
from all available potential
sources. Policy H2 is clear that
where self-contained housing
cannot practically be provided
on-site or off-site the Council
may accept payment in lieu in
exceptional circumstances.
With regards to affordable
housing delivery, the
supporting text to Policy H2
states that where it is not
possible to provide the full self-
contained housing contribution
sought by Policy H2, the
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Council will prioritise delivery of
affordable housing, having
regard to the sub-division of
the overall housing target in
accordance with Policy H4. For
example, in the past we have
accepted proposals which omit
the market housing but deliver
the entire affordable housing
component, and schemes
which deliver only affordable
housing by switching the
tenure of market homes to be
delivered elsewhere (not yet
built, but benefitting from a live
planning permission).

The acute housing need and
housing being Camden’s
priority land use is
recognised. However, the
Employment Land Review
correctly identifies that, whilst
there is some uncertainty
about future office usage
patterns given the evolving
position on hybrid working,
there is a demonstrable need
for new and refurbished stock
to respond to tenant
demands for quality.
Implementation of the
adopted policy H2 does, and
draft policy would, undermine
the objective need for new
and refurbished offices.
Seeking residential space
constrains the quantum and
quality of office provision in
the CAZ. Often this results in
sub-optimal housing. Draft
policy H2 should be
reconsidered.

A better option would be to
take a spatial approach and
identify areas / sites for
release of dated office stock
for residential use and

The priority the Council gives
to self-contained housing
reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.

Due to the acute need for
housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

H2 has been established over
many years and has operated
successfully. We consider that
it is an effective mechanism for
helping to maximise housing
supply to meet the need set out
in H1, which in turn also helps
to maximise affordable housing
provision.

Furthermore, the policy also
helps to protect and enhance
the borough’s well-established

No change
proposed.
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encourage office renewal and
retrofit elsewhere.

mixed-use character, which in
turn should help to sustain the
Central Activities Zone and key
Town Centres where the policy
applies.

Policy IE2 offices supports the
conversion of offices to housing
subject to the criteria set out in
the Policy.

Much greater flexibility is Policies CC2, CC5 and CC6 in | No change
needed for retrofit schemes the climate change chapter set | proposed.
due to the practicalities of out the Council’s approach to

integrating housing into the retention and retrofit of

existing buildings and fire existing buildings.

safety regulatory constraints.

The Inspector’s Report into We consider that the approach | No change
the Westminster City Plan set out in Policy H2 is proposed.
questions both the appropriate given the acute

appropriateness and need for housing in Camden.

lawfulness of the mixed use

policy approach. Camden

remain the only London

Borough to adopt, and

continue to propose, a mixed-

use policy and in light of the

above considerations we

urge LBC to reconsider the

approach taken.

Developers should reimburse | The approach taken is No change
the Council’s expense for standard practice and is proposed.
carrying out independent successfully operated currently.

verification, rather than No change to the plan is

expecting developers to fund | considered necessary.

verification. A person or

company being paid directly

by the developer is put in a

difficult position, and we have

yet to see a report that does

not reflect what the developer

wants.

Suggested additional wording | No change is considered No change
for paragraph 7.38, which necessary, as ancillary space proposed.

incorporates ‘ancillary office
space associated with
educational institutions’ into
the list of public buildings /
facilities.

associated with a publicly
funded educational institution,
would be considered part of the
overarching use, and would
therefore be exempt from H2.
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Furthermore the supporting
text to H2 states that we will
not seek a housing contribution
from development of non-
residential floorspace secured
for occupation by a Higher
Education institution which is
supported by the Office for
Students, and thereby serves a
public purpose. In addition,
where development is
proposed by a Higher
Education institution supported
by the Office for Students, as
an alternative to seeking
permanent self-contained
housing, the Council may
support a mixed-use
development including student
housing (known as purpose-
built student accommodation)
that serves the same
institution, subject to the
student accommodation
satisfying the requirements of
Policy H9.

The Council's aspiration to
prioritise housing as a land
use in the borough is
supported in principle.
Concerned that rigid
application of policy H2 may
render schemes unviable.
Sites are challenging to
deliver due to a combination
of issues associated with
infrastructure delivery
challenges and lack of
funding available to
undertake necessary public
transport works.

The priority the Council gives
to self-contained housing
reflects the intense competition
for the limited supply of land in
the borough, both from non-
housing uses such as hotels,
and from alternative forms of
housing such as purpose-built
student accommodation.

Due to the acute need for
housing in Camden
(particularly affordable housing)
and the need for the Council to
deliver against housing targets
it is considered justified and
necessary for the Council to
take every available
opportunity to deliver additional
self-contained housing.

H2 has been established over
many years and has operated

No change
proposed.
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successfully. We consider that
it is an effective mechanism for
helping to maximise housing
supply to meet the need set out
in H1, which in turn also helps
to maximise affordable housing
provision.

Furthermore, the policy also
helps to protect and enhance
the borough’s well-established
mixed-use character, which in
turn should help to sustain the
Central Activities Zone and key
Town Centres where the policy
applies.

To require provision towards | The policies in the draft Local No change
overall and affordable Plan were subject to viability proposed.
housing off-site from testing. The viability study
commercial-led mixed-use concluded that “Policy H2
schemes would render such | identifies that the Council will
schemes unviable and have consideration for the
undeliverable, increasing the | economics and financial
infrastructure funding deficit viability of the development,
further on these key sites. including any particular costs
Greater and more explicit associated with it and having
flexibility is sought on this regard to any distinctive
particular policy at Camden viability characteristics of
Town and Pentonville Road, particular sectors when
which should be made clear | determining whether
in the site allocations. developments should deliver
self-contained housing. In light
of the results of our testing, we
consider that that the Council’s
proposed draft Policy H2 is
reasonably applied and
suitably flexible given the high
priority to deliver housing and
particular need for affordable
housing across the Borough,
whist ensuring that
development can come forward
during the life of the plan.”
Given this, no change is
considered necessary.
Pleased to see that the target | Support welcomed. We Change
would not apply to propose to update the proposed.

developments which are

supporting text to H2 to state
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publicly funded or otherwise
serve a public purpose
provided that the public
purpose is secured for a
reasonable period. A site
such as the British Museum
would be too constrained to
provide space for housing
uses and these would
unlikely be compatible with
the BM use.

Request that paragraph 7.38
be expanded to also include
specific reference to ‘cultural
institutions.’

that “We will not seek a
contribution from those

are publicly funded or
otherwise serve an
acknowledged public purpose,
such as hospitals, museums,
educational, medical and
research institutions, and
transport infrastructure and
facilities.”

elements of a development that

H3 - Protecting Existing Homes

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed Changes
to the draft Local
Plan
Broadly welcome policy H3 | Policy H3 seeks to resist No change
but H3 Part D (i), which development that would proposed.
allows single units to be result in the net loss of
consolidated into larger homes. However, the Council
houses, threatening the also recognises that there are
survival of the most situations where the loss of
affordable market units, individual homes may be
should be abandoned. justified, as identified in H3.
The net loss of one home is
considered to be acceptable
when two dwellings are being
amalgamated into a single
dwelling. Such developments
can help families to deal with
overcrowding, to grow without
moving home, or to care for
an elderly relative.
Furthermore, within a block of
flats or apartments, such a
change may not constitute
development.
Support for wording at Support welcomed. No change
Paragraph 7.65. proposed.




H4 - Maximising the Supply of Affordable Housing

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to
the draft
Local Plan
Maximising Supply of Comment noted. For the purpose | No change
affordable housing. of the plan, the meaning of proposed.
Affordable is NOT ‘affordable housing’ is outlined in
affordable for most people paragraph 7.78 — 7.86.
in Camden. Replace with
Social housing.
How will the timing of the Chapter 15 of the draft plan sets No change
building of off-site provision | out the Council’s approach to proposed.
be monitored? There's a delivery and monitoring. The
risk that the developer won't | Council will seek to use planning
get on with it unless there is | obligations to ensure all parts of
a strict timeframe, with development are delivered as
financial penalties for late expected.
building.
Support for the draft local Support welcomed. No change
plan policy regarding build to | The Policy sets out how we will proposed.
rent and that affordable seek affordable housing from build
housing within BTR to rent housing and large scale
schemes should generally purpose built shared living
be provided on site, but also | developments.
allowing for alternative The meaning of affordable housing
scenarios. is set out in the supporting text at
The next version of the Plan | paragraphs 7.78 — 7.86. Private
should include reference rented products aren’t considered
within Policy H4 to affordable in Camden. Given this
affordable private rent. This | no change is proposed.
will ensure consistency with
the London Plan, NPPF and
NPPG.
Welcome the policy on Support welcomed. The delivery of | No change
affordable housing. In the objectives set out in the Local | proposed.

particular support the
suggestion that intermediate
housing may be prioritised
for key workers, such as
NHS staff.

There is, however, a threat it
will not be delivered
effectively as the policy does
not include measurable
targets or monitoring. It is
also suggested that strategic
sites should be required to
contain a proportion of key

Plan will be monitored through the
Council’s Authority Monitoring
Report. This will include a number
of updated indicators to monitor
the delivery of the policies set out
in the Local Plan.

It is not considered practical or
appropriate to allocate sites to
deliver key worker housing.

Sites are allocated in the Plan to
support the provision of new
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worker homes and specific homes, of which a proportion
sites should be earmarked would be affordable.
for key workers.
Where intermediate housing is
proposed in some cases,
occupation may be prioritised or
limited to key workers, such as
health service staff, teachers and
workers in emergency services.
However this is not a matter that
can be controlled by the Local
Plan.
Welcome policy H4. Support welcomed. No change
proposed.
Welcome acknowledgement | Comments noted. Affordable No change
in the policy H4 that there is | housing is provided to households | proposed.
a need for intermediate whose needs are not met by the
housing for key workers. market. The London Plan supports
Requested that wording is two broad categories of affordable
expanded to also housing, low-cost rented housing
acknowledge the need for and intermediate housing. Key
affordable rent products for | workers can access affordable rent
key workers. products, however this isn’t a
The Council should consider | matter that can be controlled
the need for affordable through the Local Plan.
housing for NHS staff and
those employed by other
health and care providers in
the local authority area.
Ensuring that NHS staff
have access to suitable
housing at an affordable
price within reasonable
commuting distance of the
communities they serve is
an important factor in
supporting the delivery of
high-quality local healthcare
services.
Recommend the Council: Comments noted. The Council will | No change
engages with local NHS continue to engage with relevant proposed.

partners such as the local
Integrated Care Board (ICB),
NHS Trusts and other

partners.

Whilst the local housing needs
assessment that supports the
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relevant Integrated Care Local Plan didn’t specifically
System (ICS) partners assess the need for key worker
- ensures local need for housing, as this isn’t a requirement
affordable housing for NHS | of the NPPF, the need for key
staff is factored into housing | worker housing would be identified
needs assessments, and as part of our overall housing
other relevant local plan need.
evidence studies.
consider site selection and Sites are allocated in the Plan to
site allocation policies in support the provision of new
relation to any identified homes, of which a proportion
need for affordable housing | would be affordable.
for NHS staff, particularly
where sites are near large Where intermediate housing is
healthcare employers. proposed in some cases,
occupation may be prioritised or
limited to key workers, such as
health service staff, teachers and
workers in emergency services.
However this is not a matter that
can be controlled by the Local
Plan.
Consideration should be The Council’s approach to the No change
given to a housing / delivery of affordable housing is proposed.
affordable housing credit well established and considered to
system to encourage early work effectively. We do not
delivery of (affordable) consider that housing / affordable
housing. housing credits are a realistic
option in Camden, given the high
value of land and the lack of any
RP portfolio in the borough that
could deliver this. No change to
policy H4 is considered necessary.
Reference to co-living would | The Council’s approach to Large No change
align with the London Plan scale Purpose Built Shared Living | proposed.
and therefore should be (co-living) is set out in Policy H10
included. Housing with Shared Facilities.
General support for Support welcomed. No change
paragraph 7.139 — 7.141. proposed.
Policy H4 should be Chapter 7 sets out the Council’s No change
amended to include overall approach to meeting proposed.

additional flexibility and
allow for consideration of
alternative housing products
which meet an identified
need, e.g. co-living,

housing needs. Policy H4 is
specifically related to maximising
the supply of affordable housing
and sets out the Council’s
approach to securing affordable
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specialist housing and housing from build to rent, purpose
student accommodation. built student accommodation and
large scale purpose built shared
living schemes. Paragraphs 7.78 —
7.86 of the supporting text set out
further information on the types of
affordable housing products we
seek to secure in Camden.
The Council’'s approach to the
delivery of specific housing
products is set out in more detail in
Policies H6 (Housing Choice and
Mix), H8 (Housing for older people,
and people with care and support
requirements), H9 (Student
housing) and H10 (Housing with
Shared Facilities — this policy also
covers co-living).
Wording should be added to | We propose to update H4 to more | Change
draft policy H4 Part B ii), for | closely align with the London Plan | proposed.
consistency with the London | and state that we will assess the
Plan and Camden’s Housing | percentage of affordable housing
CPG, that the Council will and percentage of each affordable
consider assessments housing type (usually low-cost
based on habitable rooms in | rented housing and intermediate
relation to strategic housing) on the basis of both the
developments that must be | proposed housing floorspace and
referred to the Mayor. the proposed number of habitable
Consistency with the rooms.
Support the Support welcomed No change
acknowledgement that the proposed.
Council will expect a viability
review in line with the
London Plan’s viability
threshold approach.
The section on Build to Rent | Support welcomed No change
could potentially help to proposed.

increase overall housing
output in Camden is
welcomed and supported.
Good quality rented
accommodation is an
important part of housing
stock for a variety of people
including essential workers.
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It is important that the
housing stock across
Camden provides a full
range of accommodation
options including rented,
market housing for sale, and
new and emerging housing
formats.
Support the flexibility Support welcomed. No change
introduced in Draft Policy H4 proposed.
Part D.
It is noted that Shared Whilst it is recognised that No change
Ownership is not accepted intermediate housing for shared- proposed.
by LBC as an appropriate ownership, First Homes, and other
intermediate housing forms of affordable home
product. This is not ownership can help households
considered appropriate as it | into owner occupation, in Camden
does not reflect London Plan | it is rarely possible for providers to
Policy H6 which includes deliver housing of these types that
London Shared Ownership | would be affordable for
as an acceptable households with incomes close to
intermediate product. If the Camden median, and highly
Shared Ownership could be | challenging to deliver schemes
provided at a level that does | that comply with the maximum
meet the London Plan eligible income and price cap set
income thresholds, then this | out in the London Plan and
should be considered national guidance. Given these
acceptable on a site-by-site | constraints, we strongly encourage
basis and made explicit provision of homes for
within the Local Plan. This intermediate rent.
would align with the GLA’s
approach to grant funding Furthermore, the GLA have not
applications, which supports | raised any concerns in relation to
shared ownership. A greater | our approach in their response on
level of flexibility in relation the draft Local Plan.
to affordable housing
products is likely to improve
and increase delivery of
affordable housing,
particularly when this can be
supported by grant funding.
The affordable housing We do not consider the affordable | Change
policy is very involved and housing policy to be overly proposed.

complex and does not align
with the London Plan
threshold approach and

onerous or complicated.
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national policy to exempt
minor developments. The
approach will militate against
housing delivery generally
as it will require
housebuilders to enter
prolonged discussions with
the Council and the GLA
about the structure of the
affordable housing offer. It
will particularly impact on
SMEs and small sites.
Subjecting housing schemes
to such a degree of
complexity is not conducive
to improving supply.

It is not considered that the
policy approach set out in
the Plan is supported by the
viability appraisal of the draft
Plan and no conclusive
evidence has been provided
to demonstrate that all
schemes can support 50%
affordable housing
contributions.

Although the approach to
affordable housing may well
be well established in
Camden that does not mean
that it is appropriate to
continue with its application
in the next plan given the
Council’s ongoing failure to
meet its housing target.

We recommend that the
Council reverts to the
London Plan policy including
the threshold approach and
observe national policy to
exempt minor development.
The Council should apply
also the Vacant Building
Credit.

The approach to securing
affordable housing seeks to
respond to local circumstances, to
maximise affordable housing
delivery and help meet need. It
builds on the approach in the
current Local Plan, which was
supported by the Inspector at
examination.

We do however propose to update
the policy to ensure that it better
aligns with the threshold approach
set out in the London Plan.

The policy is clear that we will
expect a contribution to affordable
housing from schemes that
provide one or more additional
homes and involve a total addition
to housing floorspace of 100sgm
GIA or more. This threshold
excludes any homes or housing
floorspace retained or replaced as
part of the development.

The Council's threshold for
seeking contributions to affordable
housing, and our approach to
contributions from smaller
developments, have been devised
to minimise the risk of suppressing
the delivery of homes, and have
operated successfully since
adoption of the Camden Local
Plan 2017.

The viability assessment of the
draft Local Plan appraised
residential schemes with a range
of affordable housing from 0% to
50% to test the ability of
development typologies to meet
the requirements of draft Policy
H4. The study concluded that the
approach was reasonable given
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that it allows for sufficient flexibility,
both in terms of tenure mix and
overall quantum, to enable
schemes to come forward with the
maximum viable package of
affordable housing. The Study
goes on to say that setting a lower
proportion of affordable housing
would likely result in a lower
overall number of affordable units
being delivered, as sites that could
have delivered more would no
longer do so.

With regards to the introduction of
a vacant building credit, the vast
majority of development sites in
Camden are brownfield sites, most
of which have existing buildings on
them. Wider application of the
VBC could unnecessarily and
significantly reduce our ability to
meet London’s affordable housing
need and the VBC is unlikely to
incentivise more sites to come
forward for redevelopment.

Given the above, we do not it
necessary to change the approach
in the Plan.

Noting sections explaining
the Council’s approach to
viability and the flexible
application of policies in the
plan. The Council’s
pragmatic approach is
appreciated, however there
is concern that if policies are
SO numerous and onerous to
the extent that every
applicant is forced into
negotiations with the Council
then housing delivery will
continue to falter. The fact
that delivery is poor in

Comments noted. We do not
consider that the policies in the
Plan are overly onerous or
complicated. We also resist the
notion that the Local Plan will
impact on the delivery of new
homes in Camden.

We consider that the current Local
Plan is operating effectively and
continues to deliver the Council’s
priorities, one of which is that
everyone should have a place they
call home.

No change
proposed.
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Camden at the moment
suggests that the current
local plan has become non-
implementable.

Furthermore, through the new
Local Plan we have sought to
include a number of measures
aimed at maximising housing
supply in Camden.

Paragraph 7.105: seeking
affordable housing
contribution ‘in lieu’ from
minor development should
be deleted.

We recognise that the NPPF
indicates that provision of
affordable housing should only be
sought from major development
involving housing, and
consequently our approach to
seeking affordable housing from
smaller developments represents
a local departure from national
policy in some cases. However it
should be noted that this approach
was supported by the Inspector
examining the current Local Plan,
in light of Camden’s particular local
circumstances.

Recognising this departure, we
provide flexibility for the smallest
developments to provide the
affordable housing contribution in
the form of a payment-in-lieu. We
consider that this approach is
appropriate given the need for
affordable housing in Camden.

No change
proposed.

Although the Mayor
maintains that shared
ownership is not appropriate
where unrestricted market
values of a home exceed
£600,000, national policy
encourages the supply of
affordable home ownership
products equivalent to 10
per cent of the total number
of homes. Recommend that
the Council amends the draft
policy, or deletes paragraph
7.82, so that shared
ownership products could be

The supporting text to Policy H4
acknowledges that whilst
intermediate housing for shared-
ownership, First Homes, and other
forms of affordable home
ownership can help households
into owner occupation, in Camden
it is rarely possible for providers to
deliver housing of these types that
would be affordable for
households with incomes close to
the Camden median, and highly
challenging to deliver schemes
that comply with the maximum
eligible income and price cap set
out in the London Plan and

No change
proposed.
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supported as part of the national guidance. Given these
affordable housing element. | constraints, we will continue to
strongly encourage provision of
homes for intermediate rent.
Query whether the Policy H4 sets out the Council’s No change
negotiation of affordable approach to seeking affordable proposed.
homes based on floorspace | housing. If a development was
of 100m2 GIA includes over 18m in height it is likely that
buildings over 18m which this would be a major application
require two stairs. and the policy would apply.
It is not clear if negotiating The Council has been assessing No change
for affordable homes the percentage of affordable proposed.

provision based on habitable
rooms incentivises 1bed and
2bed homes. Camden could
calculate the number of
large homes they require
and provide a habitable
room figure for developers
need to aim for. Calculating
based on GIA seem quite
convoluted. Habitable
rooms are commonly used
in many London boroughs.

housing in housing developments
on the basis of floorspace since
the adoption of the Camden Core
Strategy and Camden
Development Policies in 2010. Our
previous experience of
assessment based on the number
of units indicated that it
encouraged developers to deliver
the smallest possible affordable
units in order to minimise their
impact on the development's
financial value, rather than
delivering affordable homes of the
size most needed.

When considering the proportion
of affordable housing proposed,
and the proportions of different
types of affordable housing
(usually low-cost rented housing
and intermediate housing), the
Council will continue to take
account of gross internal area
(GIA) or net internal area (NIA),
depending on the nature of the
scheme and the most reasonable
measure for comparison.
However, in order to better align
with the viability threshold
approach in the London Plan we
propose to also consider habitable
rooms alongside floorspace, and
accept that habitable rooms may
provide a helpful method of
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comparison in some
circumstances.

The acknowledgment of
London Plan policy
requirements in relation to
for build-to-rent housing,
purpose-built student
accommodation, and large-
scale purpose-built shared
living, coupled with the
flexibility introduced in this
policy, is appreciated.
However, the draft Plan
does not go far enough in
acknowledging co-living as
an acceptable housing
option. Recognising co-living
would align with the London
Plan and, therefore, should
be explicitly included.

The Council’s approach to large
scale Purpose Built Shared Living
(co-living) is set out in Policy H10
Housing with Shared Facilities.

No change
proposed.

Welcome acknowledgment
that buy to rent could
potentially help to increase
overall housing output in
Camden is welcomed.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Policy H4 seems to omit
reference to the London
Plan policy H5 where the
threshold approach to
applications is set out, and
explains how development
proposals can be fast
tracked if they meet certain
affordable housing
thresholds. This seems to be
an obvious omission in
terms of the viability picture
within Policy H4.

The policy and the supporting text
make reference to the London
Plan with regards to early / mid-
term / late stage viability reviews.
No additional wording is
considered necessary.

No change
proposed.

Support for approach to
consideration of viability
regarding affordable
housing, including the
particular costs associated
with the development. With
Euston, the requirement to
fund the HS2 station and

Support welcomed.
Comment noted.

No change
proposed.
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connecting tunnels will
directly affect the level of
affordable housing that can
be provided, given the
counter effect the delivery of
affordable housing will have
on the land receipts.
On split sites (and related The Local Plan is clear that where | No change
sites) the provisions for a site or a group of related sites proposed.
affordable housing should becomes available for
not be inferior in terms of development, the Council will
site and facilities that include | expect proposals to take the form
areas given over to exterior | of a comprehensive scheme rather
spaces like gardens, than piecemeal development.
bike/bin stores etc.
Policy H4 reflects the Support welcomed. No change
Mayor’s strategic target that proposed
50% of all housing is to be
affordable, which is
welcomed.
LBC should note that the We propose to update Policy H4 to | Change
required level of affordable more closely align with the London | proposed

housing should be based on
gross residential
development and not on net
increases in housing as
currently set out in Part B of
Policy H2 in the draft Plan.
The sliding scale approach
is not in line with Policy H5
of the LP2021 which sets
out the Threshold Approach
to affordable housing
contributions.

The sliding scale approach
to affordable housing in the
draft Plan may result in more
applications following the
Viability Tested Route. On
average this route provides
less affordable housing.

It is also unclear whether the
draft Plan takes account of
LP2021 Policy H5, in
relation to the threshold
levels of 50% for affordable

Plan with regards to the use of
habitable rooms, the operation of
the sliding scale and its
relationship with the London Plan
Threshold Approach; and estate
regeneration schemes.
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housing on publicly owned
sites and designated
industrial sites, where there
is a net loss of industrial
capacity in order to qualify
for the Fast Track Route.
LBC should consider if there
is an opportunity for the
proposed sliding scale
approach to be combined
with the Mayor’s Threshold
Approach.

The policy should also
reflect the different threshold
levels of affordable housing
required to qualify for the
Fast Track Approach on
different sites as set out in
LP2021 Policy H5 Part B. As
currently written, the policy
could be a potential General
Conformity issue with the
LP2021.

Support policy H4.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Support the aims of policy
H4 and specifically Part E
and Part D. Viability
reviews, reviews should be
considered on a case-by-
case basis to ensure that
these do not stifle
development as there are
circumstances where it is
not appropriate to apply
these.

Support welcomed. We consider

that the policy is worded
sufficiently flexibly to allow for
appropriate consideration of
financial viability.

No change
proposed.

Places for London has an
agreement with the Mayor to
take a portfolio approach,
which provides the flexibility
for more complex sites to
come forward where they
would be unviable providing
the full 50% affordable
housing requirement, whilst
still providing a high level of

Comment noted. We do not
consider it necessary or
appropriate to refer to the

agreement that Places for London

has with the Mayor in the Local
Plan.

No change
proposed.
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affordable housing across all
TfL landholdings. Additional
text is required to ensure
that this is reflected in the
wording of the draft New
Camden Local Plan Policy
H4.

H5 - Protecting and Improving Affordable Housing

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Welcomed the policy aims
to improve the existing stock
of affordable housing and
that the policy text makes
specific reference to the
needs of health service
workers for self-contained
accommodation and aims to
ensure that existing
occupiers of a redeveloped
site will be rehoused.
However, it is considered
that the policy text could be
altered to ensure that the
existing key workers are
given first refusal on the
new accommodation to
allow them to reside in the
same area.

Support welcomed.

Draft local plan paragraph
7.126 notes where existing
housing is for key workers,
redevelopment should provide
for the same group of
occupiers unless their needs
have been met elsewhere.

No change
proposed.

Welcome this policy
including 7.121, ‘key-worker
accommodation,

such as nurses’ homes and
hostels’.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Welcomes the supporting
text to Draft Policy H5 that
states where the existing
housing is for key workers
or provided in connection
with a job, redevelopment
should provide for the same
group of occupiers unless

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.
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their needs have been met
elsewhere, in which case
low-cost rented housing and
intermediate housing will be
sought.

H6 - Housing Choice and Mix

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

It is welcomed that the Support welcomed. Policy H6 No change
policy aims to minimise supports a range of housing proposed.
social polarisation which types. Policy H2 specifically

exacerbates health seeks to secure mixed use

inequalities. However, developments.

consider that there should

be more emphasis on

creating mixed used

developments and

integrating different

housing types.

It is welcomed that Support welcomed. No change
dwellings for a variety of proposed.
housing needs are

promoted.

Whilst the need to provide | We propose to update the policy | No change
opportunities for self- to state that we will seek the proposed.

builders is appreciated, it
is crucial to acknowledge
that this policy may not be
suitable for transformative
masterplan site
allocations, such as the
Murphy Site. implementing
this policy could impede
the Site's intensification for
high-density employment
uses as mandated by
other policy requirements.
It is therefore encouraged
this policy is applied
flexibly and on a site-by-
site basis.

inclusion of provision for

particular housing needs, rather

than expect.

In considering the scale and

nature of provision for particular

housing needs that would be

appropriate, the policy sets out a

number of factors the Council

will take into account, including

- the impact of provision for
particular housing needs on
the efficiency and overall
quantum of development;

- the economics and financial
viability of the development;
and

- whether an alternative
approach could better meet
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the objectives of this policy
and the Local Plan.
We consider this allows for
sufficient flexibility in the
application of the policy.

Support flexibility in the
application of affordable
housing and dwelling size
policies for the
development of build to
rent housing where such
housing will help to create
mixed, inclusive, and
sustainable communities.
In the absence of specific
policy relating to BtR
within the Local Plan, we
consider that London Plan
H11 (Build to Rent) applies
to proposals within the
Borough, including the
acceptability of Discounted
Market Rent as an
affordable housing product
for BtR schemes.

Support welcomed.

The Council’s approach to build
to rent is covered by Policy H6
and Policy H10 Housing with
Shared Facilities.

No change
proposed.

Support for paragraphs
7.139 — 7.141 on build to
rent.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

There is a lack of suitable
accommodation for
households who cannot
afford to buy but do not
meet affordable housing
criteria. This sector
includes many important
service providers. ltis
important that the housing
stock across Camden
provides a full range of
accommodation options
including rented, market
housing for sale, and new
and emerging housing
formats.

Support flexibility in the
application of affordable
housing and dwelling size

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.
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policies for the
development of build to
rent housing where such
housing will help to create
mixed, inclusive, and
sustainable communities.

For estate regeneration
proposals as described in
draft allocations such as
C10 and C12, enabling
self builds would be
extremely challenging
given the practical and
viability challenges
associated with the
phased reprovision of
affordable homes and the
delivery of new homes.
The policy should be
revised to exclude estate
regeneration allocations
from this requirement.
Indeed, all of Part C could
be dis-applied to such
projects on the basis that it
cross refers to other
policies which would need
to be considered in any
event.

We propose to amend both
Juniper Crescent and Gilbey
Yard Site Allocations to remove
the reference to Policy H6C, to
avoid any confusion regarding
self-build.

Change proposed.

The aspiration to create
mixed, inclusive,
sustainable and multi-
generational communities
by seeking a variety of
housing is supported.
Welcome for inclusion of
Part B ii). Encouraged by
reference to
considerations of
economics and financial
viability

as this can affect the types
of housing proposed.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.




H7 - Large and Small Homes

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

The policy should be We consider that the policy is No change
strengthened to ensure worded sufficiently strongly. No proposed.

deliverability.

Part E should say
‘require’ rather than
‘expect’ converted
properties to include at
least one 3-bedroom
home”.

change to wording is therefore
considered necessary.

Consider that the
provision of studios and 1
beds in the private market
tenure should be
increased in Table 5to a
medium-high
requirement. This would
acknowledge that smaller
properties should be
supported as they offer a
more affordable form or
housing.

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

Chage proposed

Consider that the
provision of studios and 1
beds in the private market
tenure should be
increased in Table 5to a
medium-high
requirement. This would
acknowledge that smaller
properties should be
supported as they offer a
more affordable form or
housing.

Furthermore, it is
considered that there
should be some
acknowledgement within
the supporting text that
despite the demand for 3-
bedroom housing being
considered ‘high’,
because of the
considerable cost of living
in Camden, those looking
for this size of unit are

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

Chage proposed
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often priced out of the
market.

The wording confirms that
the Council will apply
flexibility around dwelling
sizes in order to achieve
a rational layout. This is
positive as it allows for
the flexible application of
housing policies and
recognises that in certain
circumstances, meeting
minimum size standards
and dwelling mix is not
always possible.

The policy should
however recognise that in
certain areas in central
London, including Seven
Dials, there is limited
demand for larger family
units. These are difficult
to let (due to increase
rental levels) and, if let,
tend to be to single
occupiers that simply
seek larger spaces or can
afford the additional rent.
The Council has
recognised this in the
past and applied a
flexible approach to new
residential
accommodation. This
should be recognised
within the supporting text
of Policy H7.

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

We will continue to apply the policy
flexibly where appropriate.

No change
proposed

The provision of studios
and 1 beds in the private
market tenure should be
increased to a medium-
high requirement. This
would provide the
acknowledgement that
because of their inherent
size, studios and 1 beds
can, and should, be

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

Chage proposed
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supported as they usually
offer a more affordable
form of housing.

the provision of studios
and 1 beds in the private
market tenure should be
increased to a medium-
high requirement. This
would provide the
acknowledgement that
because of their inherent
size, studios and 1 beds
can, and should, be
supported as they usually
offer a more affordable
form of housing.

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

Chage proposed

The provision of studios
and 1 beds in the private
market tenure should be
increased to a medium-
high requirement. This
would provide the
acknowledgement that
because of their inherent
size, studios and 1 beds
can, and should, be
supported as they usually
offer a more affordable
form of housing.

We would also support
maximum flexibility
omitting reference to the
size of units in the private
market tenure as it should
be for the market to
dictate the housing need.

We propose to update the dwelling
priorities table for market homes to
give greater priority to 1-bedroom
homes and medium priority to 2-
bedroom homes (but retained high
priority for 3-bedroom homes) in
line with the findings of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment.

Chage proposed

In the case of larger Comment noted. The Plan’s No change
housing units in approach to outdoor amenity proposed.
affordable housing space in residential developments

schemes, where there is | is covered by Policy D3 Design of

a high likelihood of these | Housing.

being occupied by

families, providing secure

outdoor space is critical.

Recognise the Comment noted. No change
importance of securing proposed.

homes of different sizes
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Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

as set out in policy H7. It
is reassuring that the
dwelling size priorities
table will be applied
flexibly where applicants
can provide justification.
There are viability
implications but also
constraints which might
be individual to a site that
come into play when a
proposed housing mix is
put forward. Therefore,
we are of the view that
housing mix should be
considered on a case-by-
case basis.

H8 - Housing for older people, homeless people and other people
with care or support requirements

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Strong support for aims of Support welcomed. The No change
policy H8, in particular its Council considers that the proposed.
commitment to encourage policy is worded sufficiently

adaptations to allow people strongly to support the delivery

with support requirements to | of housing for older people,

live independently and homeless people and other

remain in their own home people with support

where possible. It is highly requirements. No change is

commended that policy therefore considered

recognises the varied and in | necessary.

depth needs of a number of

sub-groups and details their

individual requirements. ltis

however considered, words

such as ‘encourage’ or

‘support’ are not strong

enough to guarantee that the

policy is taken seriously

enough by developers.

It is welcomed that the policy | Support welcomed. The Plan No change
suggests that one new extra | identifies sites where the proposed.
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care facility with 40-45
homes and 20 new nursing
care places is required over
the plan period. To enable
deliverability it is advised that
potential sites are identified
at an early stage.

provision of housing for older
people would be supported.

The proposed support for
new and replacement mental
health facilities and facilities
for people with learning
disabilities and autism is
welcomed and the aspiration
for developments to be
accessible and self-
contained. Sites should be
clearly identified to
accommodate the new
development which would
ensure deliverability.

Support welcomed. The Plan
identifies sites where the
provision of housing for people
with care or support
requirements would be
supported.

No change
proposed.

The proposed support for
young people up to 25 is
welcomed. The proposed
detailed needs assessment is
considered necessary to fully
understand the Council’s
position and its findings
should be taken forward.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

It is supported that large
development sites could
accommodate Council
Commissioned housing
support through its affordable
housing provision and is also
supported that there is
protection of existing
provision and the potential to
adapt premises to better
serve the needs of the
people of Camden.

Support welcomed.

No change
proposed.

Support for inclusion of draft
policy H8 Part F. However,
given London Plan policy
H13; it is disappointing that
the supporting text to draft
Policy H8 only refers to the
benefits of providing self-

Support welcomed.

The policy supports the
development of a variety of
specialised housing for older
people, homeless people and
other people with care or
support requirements. No

No change
proposed.
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contained Extra Care
housing and a focus on
retrofitting existing homes to
meet the needs of older
residents, rather than the
provision of specialist forms
of care homes in C2 use
classes.

additional wording is
considered necessary.

LCR have appointed Knight
Frank to undertake analysis
of the care home (Use Class
C2) demand within the
borough in addition to the
specific demand for dementia
care residences, with a
summary of finding provided.
It is therefore requested that
Policy H8 and the
accompanying supporting
text recognise the specific
demand for purpose-built
care homes within the
borough in addition to Extra
Care housing. Also request
that the role care homes play
in meeting housing demand
within the borough, whilst
providing fit-for-purpose
facilities for the needs of
elderly residents and those
with dementia, is
appropriately recognised
throughout the draft Local
Plan.

Draft policy H8 is specifically
aimed at housing for older
people, homeless people and
others with care or support
requirements. It is considered
that the policy and supporting
text sufficiently recognise
demand for care homes.

No change
proposed

Policy H8 should be
amended to make it explicit
that affordable housing will
not be required from care
home development. The
following sentence should be
included

“Affordable housing
contributions will not be
sought from developments
for specialist older persons
housing (Class C2) in

The London Plan indicates that
affordable housing policies and
the viability threshold approach
apply to ‘specialist older
persons housing’.
Consequently, when
considering proposals for
homes of this type, we will seek
affordable provision in
accordance with the London
Plan and Local Plan Policy H4 -
Maximising the supply of
affordable housing.

No change
proposed.




Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

accordance with the NPPF
and London Plan”.

Welcome the policy for Support welcomed. No No change
housing for older people The | additional wording is proposed.
policy, especially Part E, considered necessary as this

could be strengthened by issue is covered in the

referring to London Plan supporting text to the policy.

policy H13 and the
benchmarks for the supply of
homes for older people. The
Camden specific benchmark
is referred to in paragraph
7.199 but inclusion within the
policy would help to support
the delivery of older persons
housing.

H9 — Purpose built student accommodation

Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Current growth in student Comment noted. All new No change
housing demand may not be development should be proposed.
maintained. For this reason, constructed to the

any student housing should be | appropriate standard set out

constructed to building regs in the Building Regulations.

standards which are Policy D1 (Achieving Design

appropriate for long-term, not Excellence) expects new

just student use, to avoid the development to be designed

need for demolition and rebuild. | to be flexible and adaptable
to meet the needs of future
users and occupiers. Policy
CC2 in the Local Plan seeks
to ensure that buildings are
retained rather than

demolished.
Once again Camden is building | We disagree with this No change
ugly high rise concrete ridden comment. We are required proposed.
homes for people who come to plan for a supply of
from far away, don’t pay taxes | student housing to meet the
to Camden. Once again target set out in the London
Camden is ignoring local Plan 2021.

residents.

Support a positive draft policy Support welcomed. Whilst Change
for student housing self contained housing is the | proposed.
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Changes to the
draft Local Plan

developments However, there
are several aspects of the draft
policy which have the potential
to curtail the delivery of Purpose
Built Student Accommodation
(PBSA). Failure to address this
student housing shortage will
only contribute to the wider
housing shortage, as students
will rent non-student
accommodation and further
restrict rental supply. PBSA
should be regarded as
complementary to other stock
types and a partner to other
residential providers, rather than
a competitor stock type.

priority land use in the Plan
we propose to update policy
H1 Part B to include
reference to “supporting
other forms of permanent
housing to meet more
specific needs, such as
purpose-built student
accommodation and housing
for people with care or
support requirements”.

Question why is there a The student housing target No change
reference to 200 student homes | is based on the overall proposed.
within policy H9 and the strategic requirement for

evidence to support this. purpose built student

As the need for student homes | accommodation set out in

will vary each year, and we the London Plan.

cannot find justification to The calculation of the

explain why there is reference student housing target is

to 200 student homes, this explained in the supporting

element of Policy H9 should be | text to Policy H9.

removed to ensure that the

policy is sound. It does not

appear to be based on evidence

and does not align with the

flexible approach advocated by

the London Plan.

To ensure consistency with We propose to amend the Change
Policy H15 of the London Plan clause on nominations to proposed.
and remove ambiguity, ensure it is consistent with

additional clarification should be | the London Plan.

added to Part B (v) of Policy H9

to explain that “the majority of

the bedrooms in the

development including all of the

affordable student

accommodation bedrooms”

should have a nominations

agreement in place.

No explanation is provided as to | We propose to update the Change
what would constitute a harmful | policy to remove reference proposed.
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concentration or how purpose-
built student homes would harm
residential amenity.

There is an assumption that
student behaviour is a problem
for local communities without
any evidence presented. Young
people should be protected
through planning policy. It is of
paramount importance that
accommodation offers a safe
environment for students. Far
from being a source of crime,
PBSA should help to reduce
local crime with enhanced
security measures, natural
surveillance and activity
bringing wider benefits to the
neighbouring area. There are
numerous appeal decisions
which demonstrate that
students residing in managed
developments will have no
greater impact on the amenity of
neighbouring residents than
conventional homes.

There should be no material
impact to residential amenity
from managed PBSA and a
concentration of PBSA should
not create concern. Part B (ix)
of Policy H9 should therefore be
deleted as it is not evidenced
nor justified.

to harmful concentrations of
student accommodation.

It is welcomed that there is a
specific policy for purpose built
student accommodation.
Consideration should be given
to including noise standards
within the policy to ensure that
students are afforded sufficient
privacy in their individual rooms.
We suggest that the potential for
including a private space with
higher level of sound insulation
is provided to allow students to

Support welcomed. Policy
A4 Noise and Vibration sets
out the Council’'s approach
to managing noise and
mitigating its impact.
Furthermore the design
policies in the Plan set out
the Council’s approach to
the design of new
developments. Internal noise
insultation would also be a
matter that would be

No change
proposed.
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draft Local Plan

feel safe talking about sensitive
issues to friends and families, to
their doctor or therapist.

controlled by the Building
Regulations, which falls
outside of planning.

Regarding paragraph 7.222,
strongly consider that in most
instances student
accommodation should meet
minimum building regulations
standards which treats the
accommodation as hotels
Students will occupy their rooms
for many weeks at a time and
will need extra space for
working and for their
possessions. In addition, the 5%
requirement for rooms to be
wheelchair accessible should be
exceeded as choice for students
is much more limited than for
visitor accommodation.

We do not consider that it is
appropriate to require
student housing to be built to
a standard that surpasses
current Building Regulations.
This would have an impact
on development viability and
may impact on the delivery
of student housing in
Camden.

No change
proposed.

The majority of developments
need to provide financial
contributions via S106
agreements, in order to meet
the needs of new student
residents regarding expansion
of health infrastructure. The
assumptions of the HUDU
planning contributions model
can be adapted to reflect the
age group of the new residents.
Also noting that the student
population are likely to have
different health needs to the
general population.

Comment noted.

No change
proposed.

As for other major development
student housing should mitigate
its impact on health and other
infrastructure. The Council
should take account of guidance
being prepared by the GLA in
relation to Purpose Built Student
Accommodation.

Comment noted.

No change
proposed.

Concerned that this policy will
unfairly prevent student housing
being delivered on sites
allocated for a mix of uses

Self-contained housing is
the priority use of the Local
Plan reflecting significant
housing needs. However,

No change
proposed.
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which include housing. It is
important that specific site
allocations incorporate as much
flexibility as possible.

Where a mix of uses are being
encouraged, student housing
can provide an important form
of housing which is in high
demand.

we propose to update the
Local Plan to allocate
appropriate sites for student
use.

Do not consider it is reasonable | Self-contained housing is No change
to require permanent self- the priority land-use of the proposed.
contained housing where Plan, reflecting the acute

existing student housing is need for housing in

proposed to be lost. The uses Camden. It is considered

are not directly comparable, nor | justified and necessary to

justified. Reference to the take every available

provision of permanent self- opportunity to deliver

contained housing should additional self-contained

therefore be deleted. housing.

Camden is home to many of Comment noted. No change
London’s universities. Note para proposed.
7.210 recognises the

significance and economic

contribution of higher education

establishments.

Commend the Council for The student housing target No change
recognising that there is a need | is based on the overall proposed.

for PBSA but the 200 bed per
annum figure is not high
enough.

The evidence for the London
Plan is not up to date and the
Council has not prepared any of
its own evidence assessing
need.

We consider that there will be a
substantially higher need.
Furthermore, we question
whether local demand for
Camden should be based on an
extrapolation of the percentage
of existing students that
currently live in Camden.

Given the Borough’s potential to
help address London’s student
needs and the risk that an
annual target comes to be

strategic requirement for
purpose built student
accommodation in London
which is set out in the
London Plan.

The calculation of the
student housing target is
explained in the supporting
text to Policy H9.

The review of the London
Plan has commenced. This
will update the overall
strategic requirement figure
for London. Once adopted,
we will seek to meet
Camden'’s proportion of the
new London-wide target.
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perceived as a ceiling, we
suggest Policy H9 is amended
to remove any reference to local
annual targets. Doing so would
help make the new Local Plan
meeting the NPPF ‘positively
prepared’ test of soundness.

We agree with the principle of
nominations agreement being
entered into. The wording of the
policy, could, however, be
interpreted as there being a
requirement for 100% of student
beds to be secured through a
nominations agreement; or for
no nominations agreement
where 100% of the student beds
are affordable. This is contrary
to London Plan Policy H15 and
its requirement for a ‘majority’
(i.e. over 50%) of student beds
to be secured through a
nominations agreement, and for
all affordable beds to be
secured through a nominations
agreement, inclusive in the over
50% figure.

Draft policy H9 should be
revised to align with London
Plan policy H15 and be legally
compliant.

We propose to amend the
clause on nominations to
ensure it is consistent with
the London Plan.

Change
proposed

It is difficult to conceive that
there would be many situations
in London where there would be
a ‘harmful concentration’ of
PBSA. There is no evidence
that PBSA causes greater noise
disturbance than other
residential land uses. They
would not contribute to
overcrowding on public
transport more than any other
residential or commercial land
use. all evidence indicates that
students spend significantly
within their local area, so

We propose to update the
policy to remove reference
to harmful concentrations of
student accommodation.

Change
proposed.
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positively supporting local shops
and services.

Therefore request that any
suggestion of PBSA being
inherently harmful is removed
from the new Local Plan; in
order to comply with the NPPF
test of being ‘justified’.

Whilst the wording “unless is it Self-contained housing is No change
shown that the site is no longer | the priority land-use of the proposed.
developable for self-contained Plan, reflecting the acute

housing” is supported in need for housing in

principle, it lacks clarity. Camden. It is considered

It is important that the policy justified and necessary to

wording contains some degree | take every available

of flexibility to substitute forms opportunity to deliver

of alternative housing on additional self-contained

allocated sites, as the market housing.

and housing formats will It would be for an applicant

continue to evolve over the 15- | to demonstrate that a site

year lifetime of the plan. Policies | was not developable for self-

need to be able to respond contained housing in

appropriately accordance with the Plan.

Support for Policy H9 in Support welcomed. No change
supporting the provision of proposed.
student housing that is

managed as a single planning

unit with a nominations

agreement in place.

High levels of student housing Comment noted. The policy | No change
are prevalent across Camden states that the Council will proposed.
(and London) which are beyond | aim to ensure that there is a

the means of local students and | supply of student housing

seem to be aimed at available

international pool of students. at costs to meet the needs

Priority should be given to those | of students from a variety of

studying at Camden colleges backgrounds.

and institutions rather than a

pan London approach.

There would be benéefit in Comment noted. The policy | No change
restricting occupants of student | supports the provision of proposed.

accommodation to those
studying at the nearest college,
creating a closer college
community, and also better
integrating the students into the
locality for longer term benéefits.

student accommodation to
meet local need. We don’t
consider it appropriate or
practical to restrict
occupants of student
accommodation to those
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studying at the nearest
college.

Strongly object to prioritising
self-contained homes over
PBSA.

PBSA is recognised as a
contributor towards housing
supply. Therefore, proposals for
PBSA should not be seen as
impeding the development of
conventional housing, but rather
contributing to it.

A recent planning appeal
decision in Haringey
acknowledged that the London
PBSA market currently does not
come close to providing the
amount of accommodation
required to house London’s
students.

Local Plan paragraph 7.213
acknowledges that “that the
provision of purpose-built
student accommodation can
help to limit additional pressure
on the wider private rented
market. This is further supported
by national planning guidance
and the London Plan 2021.
Inspectors have granted
consent for student
developments where issues
have been raised by the local
planning authority in terms of a
perceived conflict with the
development plan due to the
view that the site should deliver
conventional housing.

It is an accepted principle that
the fewer PBSA bedspaces are
available, the greater the
number of students there are
occupying HMO
accommodation. Therefore the
provision of PBSA bedspaces
can reduce the demand for
HMO accommodation.

Self-contained housing is
the priority land-use of the
Plan, reflecting the acute
need for housing in
Camden.

Policy H9 states the Council
will seek a supply of student
housing to meet or exceed
Camden'’s target of 200
additional places in student
housing per year.

We propose to update policy
H1 Part B to include
reference to “supporting
other forms of permanent
housing to meet more
specific needs, such as
purpose-built student
accommodation and housing
for people with care or
support requirements”. We
also propose to update the
Local Plan to allocate
appropriate sites for student
use.

Change
proposed.
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The NPPF highlights the
importance of addressing the
housing requirements of specific
groups.

Part B (i) and B (ii) should be
removed in their entirety.

Strongly object to the Living in satisfactory housing | No change
requirement that PBSA conditions is a key element | proposed.
schemes comply with the of health, wellbeing and

relevant standards for houses in | quality of life, and this is as

multiple occupation (HMOs). true for students as it is for

HMO and PBSA developments | the wider population. Given

are markedly different. this we think that it is

Separate established guidance | appropriate for PBSA

is in place at the regional level schemes to comply with the

in respect of the approach to relevant standards for

PBSA and it is argued that there | houses in multiple

is no policy justification to occupation (HMOs).

deviate from this guidance at Furthermore the proposed

the Camden local level. It is well | approach is a continuation of
established that non-self- our existing policy approach,

contained dwellings such as which was found sound at

PBSA and purpose-built shared | the examination into the

living should not be subject to current local plan.

minimum space requirements.

The policy should be amended

to remove any mention of HMO

standards and instead state that

PBSA schemes should adhere

to the established guidance

already in place at the regional

level in respect of the approach

to PBSA.

There is no tangible evidence to | We propose to update the Change
suggest that concentrations of policy to remove reference proposed.

PBSA cause harm to the
balance or mix of uses in an
area, cause additional pressure
on local infrastructure or harm
local communities. The
assumption is discriminatory
and a distorted generalisation.
The PBSA market is mature and
well-managed. Considerations
of over-concentration conflates
PBSA development with
uncontrolled HMO

to harmful concentrations of
student accommodation.
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accommodation, which is a
markedly separate housing
product and is entirely
unjustified.

PBSA is a form of housing, and
can in principle contribute to
local housing land supply. As
such, it is not considered sound
to unduly restrict concentrations
of this form of housing
specifically.

No threshold is provided for
what will be considered to
constitute an over-
concentration. It is not possible
to define an over-concentration,
as shown in various appeal
cases.

Given the above it is considered
entirely unsound to seek to
restrict concentrations of PBSA
where no evidence is provided
to justify the perceived harmful
impact this would have. Part B
(ix) should be removed in its
entirety.

Object to H9 Part C regarding
on-site affordable housing
contribution, and potential for
provision of conventional
affordable housing on-site as an
alternative to affordable student
accommodation.

The option for conventional
affordable housing will hinder
viability and deliverability of
student schemes and should
instead follow London Plan
policy H16 Part 10 affordable
housing contribution
requirements.

The implications of providing
such a contribution at the level
currently proposed has not been
tested or assessed. The added
cost of affordable housing
contributions when applied in

The Council considers that
designated student housing
can help limit pressure on
the wider private rented
market, but to do so the
rooms need to be available
at a rate that is competitive
with the wider market. To
ensure that a proportion of
student housing is available
at competitive rates, we
therefore seek to secure the
maximum level of
accommodation as
affordable student
accommodation in
accordance with the
distinctive London Plan
provisions for purpose-built
student accommodation, but
as an alternative strongly

No change
required.
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the same way to PBSA as
conventional residential uses is
likely to cause viability issues.
Increased costs of PBSA
development will have negative
impacts, such as providers
seeking to develop out of
borough; fewer bed spaces will
be provided in borough;
provision will fail to meet
increasing demand and lead to
increases in HMOs; increased
demand for fewer spaces will
lead to higher rents and a
shortage of affordable student
accommodation; deliverable
schemes may need to sacrifice
communal space or open space
in favour of bed-spaces; viability
issues with off-site affordable
housing may lead to a reduction
in open space contributions. A
hindrance on the delivery of
student housing is equally a
hindrance on the delivery of
housing as a whole. A
continuing undersupply of
student accommodation will
only place additional pressure
on family housing as students
will continue to be forced to
occupy conventional dwellings.
There is an emerging trend
across London which prioritises
the delivery of conventional
affordable housing over
affordable student
accommodation. Currently, this
trend does not line up with the

aims of London Plan policy H15.

Draft Policy H9 is likely to
bolster this trend, resulting in a
serious lack of affordable
student accommodation being
delivered

encourage the contribution
of on-site affordable housing
in accordance with the
guideline mix set out in
Policy H4 where feasible,
having regard to whether
developments are able to
include separate blocks and
/ or stair / lift cores.
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6 The requirement for affordable
housing from PBSA is ultimately
in direct conflict with national
policy. There is no national
planning policy basis for the
provision of affordable housing
arising from PBSA
developments. The NPPF
(2021) clearly states that
exemptions to affordable
housing should be applied
where developments propose
specialist accommodation,
including PBSA.

Part C should be amended to
remove the option of on-site
affordable housing contribution.

One of the primary concerns is | Given the potential for No change
the potential limitation to pressure on the wider proposed.
Camden’s adaptability to private rented stock, the

changing economic trends. Council will seek to protect

Restricting change of use to existing student housing,

permanent housing may limit including housing managed

the variety of services and by education institutions and

amenities in specific areas. independent providers,

Allowing for mixed-use unless it is replaced or there
developments, including retail is no longer a demand for it.

and employment spaces, can Where the loss of student

contribute to a more vibrant and | housing is considered

dynamic community. appropriate, given the high

Demand for student housing demand for housing that

may fluctuate over time. exists in Camden, and the

Requiring the replacement of policy provisions of H3

student housing with other Protecting Existing Homes, it

residential units may not align is considered appropriate

with market demands, and and justified to require the

flexibility in land use can better | provision of permanent

accommodate changing needs. | housing.

A more balanced approach

should be adopted. One-size fits

all is not conducive to effective

urban planning.

Part E should be removed

altogether.

Welcome the requirement that Support welcomed. The No change
development will be accessible | additional suggested textis | proposed.

to public transport and will not

not considered necessary.
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have a detrimental impact on
the transport network. Suggest
also expecting development to
be located in proximity to the
cycleway network given
students' propensity to cycle
which should be fostered
through policy.

Welcome para 7.227. However, | Support welcomed. Further | No change
recommend that the final details of the Council’s proposed.
sentence is clarified by stating approach to securing
that 'Funding contribution planning obligations to
towards public transport and support transport projects is
other services may be sought set out in the transport
through planning obligations as | policies in the Plan and in
appropriate where there is the Delivery and Monitoring
deemed to be insufficient chapter. No additional
capacity: or connectivity.' wording is considered
necessary under policy H9.
Support for the focus on the Support welcomed. No change
delivery of PBSA within the proposed.
borough. We are acutely aware
of the lack of supply in PBSA
across London when compared
to the ever increasing demand.
Further provision of PBSA will
also assist in supporting
students who are seen as an
important asset to local
communities through the
diversity they bring to an area,
as well as the economic
benefits of supporting local
businesses.
The target of 200 additional The 200 places per year is No change
places in student housing per not a cap, but a target, proposed.

year is considered a significant
underestimate of the amount of
additional student housing
bedrooms that are required per
year to meet existing and future
demand. Even just based on
one university’s shortfall, the
figure presented in draft Policy
H9 does not come close to
meeting the growing demand for
PBSA beds in the area.

which H9 states that the
Council will seek to met or
exceed.

The student housing target
is based on the overall
strategic requirement for
purpose built student
accommodation in London
which is set out in the
London Plan. The
calculation of the target is
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Therefore, we cannot support
the target set out in draft Policy
H9 and suggest this is revised
to promote a more accurate
supply need.

explained in the supporting
text to Policy H9.

The review of the London
Plan has commenced. This
will update the overall
strategic requirement figure
for London. Once adopted,
we will seek to meet
Camden’s proportion of the
new London-wide target.

Part iii of draft Policy H9, states | Living in satisfactory housing | No change
that PBSA schemes should conditions is a key element | proposed.
comply with relevant standards | of health, wellbeing and

for HMOs. Although this can be | quality of life, and this is as

seen as standard practice in the | true for students as it is for

industry when considering the wider population. Given

future PBSA schemes, it seems | this we think that it is

unorthodox to enshrine in policy | appropriate for PBSA

guidance which is not schemes to comply with the

specifically related to the use relevant standards for

the policy is written for. We houses in multiple

therefore suggest that reference | occupation (HMOs).

to such guidance is removed Furthermore the proposed

from the draft policy, although approach is a continuation of

reference may be given in our existing policy approach,

supporting text to demonstrate | which was found sound at

the approach Camden would the examination into the

look to assess proposals in the | current local plan.

future, however noting the

London Plan does not specify

the guidance and therefore

flexibility can be afforded.

We suggest that further clarity is | We propose to amend the Change
provided on the provision of a clause on nominations to proposed.
nominations agreement. This ensure it is consistent with

part of the policy should specify | the London Plan.

a nominations agreement

should be provided as per

London Plan guidance,

otherwise it is not clear on the

percentage requirements of

allocation to higher educational

institutions for PBSA schemes.

Support, where viable, the Support welcomed. No change
promotion of securing the proposed.

maximum level of affordable
student accommodation in the




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

first instance from PBSA
schemes.

Strongly support draft policies in | Support welcomed. Itis No change
relation to inclusive considered that this would proposed.
environments and aspirations be covered by other policies
for accessibility for all. In in the Plan, for example SC2
addition, it is suggested Access for All and D1
consideration be given as to the | Achieving Design
flexibility of the type of Excellence. No additional
accessible rooms that are wording is therefore
provided within PBSA schemes, | considered necessary.
noting that not all disabilities
follow the requirements of Part
M (i.e. some students need
separate bedrooms for carers
etc.).
It is suggested to provide Policy H2 applies in any part | No change
specific reference to supporting | of the borough where non- proposed.
text paragraph 7.51 residential development is
(requirements of policy H2 do proposed. It would not
not apply to PBSA) within policy | therefore apply to a student
H9 itself to confirm the policy housing, unless the
position. development also included
non-residential uses. No
additional wording is
considered necessary.
Student accommodation should | As set out in policy H9 Part | No change
be required to provide live in B xii) student housing proposed.
wardens in each block to ensure | applications should be
student well-being. accompanied by a
management plan. This
allows for the consideration
of the need for wardens on a
case by case basis.
It is our experience that student | The Local Plan seeks to No change
housing can be an effective ensure a supply a student proposed.

pathway to delivering on-site C3
affordable housing and provide
focussed accommodation to
students who otherwise would
likely reside in private rented
homes.

Suggest Policy H9 Part A should
be amended as follows: ‘The
Council will aim to ensure that
there is a supply of student
housing available at costs to

accommodation to meet the
borough’s portion of
London’s overall need. No
change to wording is
considered necessary.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

meet the needs of students from
a variety of backgrounds in
order to support the growth of
higher education institutions in
Camden and across the Capital
and Camden’s international
academic reputation.’

Amend Part B (ii) as follows:

Self-contained housing is

No proposed

“..will not involve a site identified | the priority land-use of the change.
for self-contained housing Plan, reflecting the acute
through a current planning need for housing in
permission or a development Camden. It is considered
plan document, unless it is necessary to protect sites
shown that the site is no longer | identified for self-contained
developable for self-contained housing from alternative
housing or it can be development. It would be for
demonstrated both uses can be | an applicant to demonstrate
brought forward without that a site was not
compromising the delivery and | developable for self-
quality of each other. This contained housing in
includes for viability reasons.’ accordance with the Plan.
No change is considered
necessary.
Amend Policy H9 Part B (iv as The supporting text to the No change
follows: ‘includes a range of flat | policy makes it clear that proposed.
layouts or meets demonstrated | applicants should seek a
demand’. range of flat layouts in
student accommodation
wherever practical and
appropriate. No change is
considered necessary.
Amend Policy H9 Part B (vi) as | Policy H9 Part Bvi seeks to | No change
follows: ‘will be secured for ensure that purpose built proposed.
students at the area’s student accommodation
recognised higher education serves students attending
institutions, which will generally | local recognised education
be those in Camden and institutions. No change is
adjoining London boroughs that | considered necessary.
are funded by the Office for
Students or serves higher
education institutions that are
accessible from it’.
Remove Policy H9 Part Bvii in Part B vii is considered No change
its entirety as it is unable to be appropriate. Officers making | proposed.

quantified.

an assessment would
consider the Public
Transport Accessibility Level




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

(PTAL) rating, the
established method for
ascertaining accessibility to
public transport.

Suggest a further point is added | Part C of H9 confirms that No change
supporting the provision of as an alternative to the proposed.
onsite C3 affordable housing maximum level of affordable
alongside student student accommodation, the
accommodation proposals, in Council will strongly
lieu of all or a proportion of encourage the provision of
affordable student on-site affordable housing.
accommodation, where a Part Bv confirms a
Nominations Agreement is not nominations agreement
being secured. This will enable | should be in place, or
further delivery of affordable accommodation should be
homes across the Borough. provided which is affordable
for the student body as a
whole.
H10 - Housing with Shared Facilities
Summary of Comment Council’s Response Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan
Support for inclusion of draft We propose to update the Change
policy H10. The emerging Local | policy to clarify the proposed.
Plan should take account of and | relationship with the London
cross-refer to the LPG as a Plan approach for large
document against which co- scale purpose built shared
living proposals within the living. We do not consider it
borough will be assessed. necessary to include a
cross-reference to the LPG
on Large-Scale Purpose-
Built Shared Living.
It is not explicitly clear within We propose to update Policy | Change
Policy H10 that applications for | H10 to clarify the Council’s proposed.

co-living should adhere to Part
B, such clarity is only provided
within the accompanying text at
para. 7.260. This clarity should
either be provided within Policy
H10 itself, or to avoid any
confusion or ambiguity, it may
be preferable for the Council to
draft a standalone draft policy
for co-living which is separate to

approach to large scale
purpose built shared living,
often known as compact
living or co-living.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

other forms of shared housing
(e.g. houses in multiple
occupation),

Can find no justification or
evidence to support the
approach to excessive
concentrations being applied to
proposals for co-living.
Recommend the deletion of Part
B(v) of Policy H10 for co-living
schemes, as there is no
evidence to support it. If there is
evidence of planning harm
associated with a concentration
of co-living, this needs to be
detailed within the policy,
including guidance on how to
assess it.

We propose to update the
policy to remove reference
to harmful concentrations of
such uses.

Change
proposed

The wording “unless is it shown
that the site is no longer
developable for self-contained
housing” is supported in
principle, it lacks clarity. In the
absence of any further detail on
what this means, we would
assume that this would relate to
viability and market demand. It
is important that the policy
wording contains some degree
of flexibility to substitute forms
of alternative housing on
allocated sites, as the market
and housing formats will
continue to evolve over the 15-
year lifetime of the plan. Policies
need to be able to respond
appropriately.

Due to the priority for self-
contained housing, it is
important to protect sites
from alternative
development. It would be for
an applicant to demonstrate
to the Council that self-
contained housing could not
be developable on a site.

No change
proposed.

H11 - Accommodation for Travellers

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

Draft local plan policy H11 sets
out the need for 16 additional
pitches. Site allocations should

Comments noted. We
propose to update the Plan
to refer to the provisional

Change
proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

be used to explore opportunities
to meet this need. London Plan
2021 policy H14A sets out that
the Council should plan to meet
the need and must include 10
year pitch targets.

findings of the emerging
Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Needs
Assessment. We also
propose to allocate two sites
in the Local Plan to help
meet the need for Gypsy
and Traveller
accommodation, and
propose to update policy
H11 to reflect this.

Support draft policy H11 Support welcomed. No change
Accommodation for Travellers. proposed.
This is an important opportunity
to acknowledge and address
needs of Gypsy and Traveller
communities in the borough.
Recommend early and effective | To inform the preparation of | No change
community engagement, the Local Plan the Council proposed.
including Gypsy and Traveller commissioned a Gypsy and
residents on existing sites, in Traveller Site Identification
housing, and nomadic families Study to identify Council-
stopping in the borough. Also owned sites which could
that Gypsy and Traveller potentially be allocated in
residents should be involved in the new Local Plan to meet
the process to identify sites. the accommodation needs
of Gypsies and Travellers.
The Study was published for
comment from mid
December 2024 to the end
of January 2025. As part of
this the Council approached
London Gypsies and
Travellers who undertook
engagement with Camden’s
Gypsy and Traveller
community on behalf of the
Council.
The comments received
have helped to inform the
approach in the Plan.
Support for target of 16 pitches Support welcomed. We No change
by 2031 based on need propose to update the Plan | proposed.

identified in the 2014 Camden
GTANA, noting new data
anticipated in 2024 in the
London GTANA. The

to refer to the provisional
findings of the emerging
Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Needs




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed
Changes to the
draft Local Plan

government has reverted to the
2012 definition of Gypsies and
Travellers used in planning
policy, and suggest this should
be reflected in the supporting
text. Strongly recommend that
site allocations are included in
the included in the next
consultation of the Local Plan to
meet the target and support
delivery.

Assessment. We also
propose to allocate two sites
in the Local Plan to help
meet the need for Gypsy
and Traveller
accommodation, and
propose to update policy
H11 to reflect this.

Implement the London Plan The management of existing | No change
policy H14 D and E which says | sites is not a matter for the proposed.
boroughs should conduct an Local Plan. However, we

audit of existing sites they have shared these

manage, to identify issues such | comments with colleagues

as overcrowding, disrepair, and | in the Council’'s Housing

plan to address these issues. team.

Ensure new accommodation for | Draft policy H11 Part D sets | No change
Romany Gypsy, Traveller and out a number of criteria to proposed.

Showmen communities meet
high standards (environmental
sustainability, energy efficiency,
accessibility and decent homes
standards).

guide the delivery of Gypsy
and Traveller sites, pitches
or plots, including;
accessibility, connectivity,
health and safety,
appropriate layouts, good
levels of amenity, highest
design quality and
environmental protection.

Chapter 8 - Responding to Climate Change

In total 338 representations were made on Chapter 8 — Responding to Climate
Change. Of these, 22 representations were received via commonplace and 316
representations were received via email.

Responses were received from the following consultees:

° Argent
e Basement Force Ltd.

e Belsize Parkhill and Elsworthy CAACs
¢ Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee (CAAC)

e British Land
e British Museum
e Camden Green Party




Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum (DPNF)
Environment Agency

Eton CAAC

Folgate Estates

General Projects

Highgate Society

Hilson Moran

Home Builders Federation

Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum (KTNF)
Lab Tech

LB Camden Community Investment Programme (CIP)
London Property Alliance - Great Portland Estates, Royal London Asset
Management

LS Finchley Road Ltd

NHS Property Services

One Housing & Countryside (OH & C)
Primrose Hill CAAC

Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Forum
Regal London

Royal Mail Group (RMG)

Royal Veterinary College

Shaftesbury Capital

South Hampstead Flood Action Group

Sport England

St George West London Ltd

Tarmac Trading Ltd

TfL

The Fitzrovia Partnership

University College London (UCL)

Woodland Trust

General Comments

Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

There should be a
specific policy on
retrofitting, modelled on
Westminster City
Council's retrofitting

policy.

Policy CC2 in the Draft
Local Plan sets out our
approach to Repurposing,
Refurbishment and Re-
use of Existing Buildings
and seeks to ensure
these are prioritised over
demolition. Policy CC5
(Sustainability
Improvements to existing

No change proposed.




Summary of Comment

Council’s Response

Proposed Changes to
the draft Local Plan

buildings) sets out our
approach to supporting
the retrofitting of existing
buildings to make them
more energy efficient and
reduce the energy
nee