
 
 
 

 
Natalie Davies 
Gerald Eve 
One Fitzroy 
6 Mortimer Street 
London  
WT 3JJ 
 
Via email: ndavies@geraldeve.com 
 
 
Our ref: 2024/4487/P  
Please ask for:  
Christopher Smith  

 

Telephone:  
020 7974 5311 

 

 
 
Dear Natalie Davies, 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) 
REGULATIONS 2017: 
 
RE: West Kentish Town Estate, Camden – EIA Scoping Opinion  
 

The London Borough of Camden (LBC) previously adopted an EIA Scoping Opinion for the above 

development in March 2023.  This was in response to a request for an EIA Scoping Opinion received 

by the Council on 29th November 2022, which was subsequently updated via an EIA Scoping Report 

Addendum on 20th of December 2022.   

Since the adoption of the EIA Scoping Opinion in March 2023, a further EIA Scoping Report 

Addendum (dated the 19th of September 2024) has been received by the Council.  This EIA Scoping 

Report Addendum includes the following updates to the position previously described by the applicant: 

• Amendments to the description of the proposed development, specifically to phasing, 

maximum height, housing tenure mix and distribution; 

• Commentary on revised baseline conditions; 

• Commentary on any relevant changes to the previously proposed assessment scope, for the 

previously identified “scoped in” topics, as a result of the amendments to the description of 

the proposed development;  

• Commentary on the assessment of cumulative schemes, including identification of relevant 

schemes; and 

• Responses to the proposed scope of the EIA, in response to LBC’s original March 2023 EIA 

Scoping Opinion. 

Given LBC are in receipt of the above further information, LBC has prepared an EIA Scoping Opinion 

Addendum, contained within this letter, which amends and should be read alongside the March 2023 

EIA Scoping Opinion.  The March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion, as amended and read alongside this 

EIA Scoping Opinion Addendum letter, form together a revised formal Scoping Opinion for the 

proposed development in accordance with Regulation 15 of the Town and Country Planning 
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(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended), herein referred to as the ‘EIA 

Regulations 2017’.  

The following consultees have responded to the further information provided by the applicant, and 

their responses have been considered, in preparing this EIA Scoping Opinion Addendum letter: 

• LBC (London Borough of Camden) – Building Control (Fire Safety);  

• LBC – Nature Conservation and biodiversity;  

• LBC – Sustainability (air quality);  

• LBC – Transport;  

• LBC – Heritage Conservation  

• LBC – Affordable Housing Coordinator;   

• Camden Nature Corridor; 

• Historic England;  

• Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service; 

• London Healthy Urban Development Unit; 

• Natural England; 

• The Heath and Hampstead Society; 

• Metropolitan Police Service; and 

• West Kentish Town CAAC. 

 

The following Appendices are included to this EIA Scoping Opinion Addendum letter: 

 

• Appendix 1 – March 2023 Scoping Opinion – this includes consultee responses received ahead 

of this original Scoping Opinion being adopted; and   

• Appendix 2 – Consultation Responses on the September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum  

 

The Council’s comments on the September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum are provided in the 

sections below. For clarity, comments have been provided on each relevant section of the EIA 

Scoping Report Addendum.    

 

EIA Scoping Opinion Addendum 

The information included in this section is considered appropriate.   

 

The Proposed Development as Described within the EIA Scoping Report 

The amendments to the description of the proposed development, described in this section, are noted. 

 

The Amendments to the Proposed Development 

The amendments to the description of the proposed development, described in this section, are noted. 

 

Revised Baseline Conditions 

The description of the revised baseline conditions, described in this section, are noted. 

 

 



Revision to Environmental Impact Assessment Scope 

Socio Economics 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing socio-economics. This is considered acceptable. 

 
Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing climate change and greenhouse gases. This is considered 

acceptable, notwithstanding that LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion 

(Appendix 1 to this letter) should be addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the subsequent 

section titled “Appendix 2: EIA Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

The West Kentish Town CAAC have raised further comments, as included below.  These comments 

relate to design considerations, rather than comments that affect the assessment methodology of the 

EIA. 

• West Kentish Town CAAC 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases  

Conservation of the fabric of our cities depends on mitigation of and adaptation to climate 

change. Since the scoping document was first published two years ago (2022), the risks of 

climate change have become even more apparent, with the IPCC1 making clear that urgent, 

radical action is required now. We do not think that Camden Council has adequately taken 

these risks into account in the proposed development, nor developed proposals that will 

address them. 

As reported by the IPPC in 20231 

Cities, Settlements and Infrastructure  

C.3.4 Urban systems are critical for achieving deep emissions reductions and advancing 

climate resilient development (high confidence). Key adaptation and mitigation elements in 

cities include considering climate change impacts and risks (e.g., through climate services) in 

the design and planning of settlements and infrastructure; land use planning to achieve 

compact urban form, co-location of jobs and housing; supporting public transport and active 

mobility (e.g., walking and cycling); the efficient design, construction, retrofit, and use of 

buildings; reducing and changing energy and material consumption; sufficiency52; material 

substitution; and electrification in combination with low emissions sources (high confidence). 

Urban transitions that offer benefits for mitigation, adaptation, human health and well-being, 

ecosystem services, and vulnerability reduction for low-income communities are fostered by 

inclusive long-term planning that takes an integrated approach to physical, natural and social 

infrastructure (high confidence). Green/ natural and blue infrastructure supports carbon 

uptake and storage and either singly or when combined with grey infrastructure can reduce 

energy use and risk from extreme events such as heatwaves, flooding, heavy precipitation 

The current proposals will contribute to climate change by creating a large amount of ‘up-front’ 

carbon emissions. This is due to the type of construction necessary for the configuration of the 

buildings that are proposed: the construction of high-rise concrete framed buildings with deep 

concrete basements create very high levels of emissions, that will take more than 60 years to 

break even through savings in operational carbon. Up-front carbon emissions are of vital 

importance as what we do within the next few years is critical to avoiding the worst impacts of 

climate change. 



Camden Council has not reviewed retrofit and refurbishment properly in developing these 

proposals. No work on the feasibility of retrofit was carried out before the residents’ ballot. The 

study done recently has only been carried out because it is a planning requirement. It is not 

thorough or conclusive. 

We refer planners to research carried out into the feasibility of retrofit at West Kentish Town 

Estate, which can be downloaded here: https://www.aabarchitects.co.uk/exhibition/ 

 

Traffic and Movement 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous request from LBC to ‘scope in’ traffic and movement to the EIA.  

As a result, this topic will now be included in the EIA.   

LBC agrees with the position set out by the applicant, i.e. that this assessment should be completed in 

line with the new IEMA guidance “Environmental Assessment of Traffic and Movement”, published in 

July 2023. 

LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion (Appendix 1 to this letter) should be 

addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the subsequent section titled “Appendix 2: EIA 

Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

LBC’s Transport officer has clarified on the standalone planning documents, that they would expect to 

see submitted with the planning application, beyond the EIA, as included below.   

 

• LBC Transport officer response  

Transport Strategy would like to request that the following documents are submitted with the 

planning application: 

o Transport Assessment, including a multi-modal trip generation analysis and the Active 
Travel Zone (ATZ) assessment in line with the TfL Healthy Streets guidance, 

o Delivery and Servicing Plan, 
o Travel Plan in line with CPG Transport, 
o Car Park Management Plan, 
o Construction Management Plan in line with LB Camden guidance on construction 

management. 

 
Air Quality 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing air quality. This is considered acceptable, notwithstanding that 

LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion (Appendix 1 to this letter) should be 

addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the subsequent section titled “Appendix 2: EIA 

Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

LBC agrees with the position set out by the applicant, i.e. that this assessment should be completed in 

line with the new IAQM guidance “Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction”, published 

in January 2024. 

 
Noise and Vibration 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing noise and vibration. This is considered acceptable, 

https://www.aabarchitects.co.uk/exhibition/
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.camden.gov.uk%2Fabout-construction-management-plans&data=05%7C02%7CChristopher.Smith1%40camden.gov.uk%7C992dc895c20b4acb654508dd0a4c9024%7C5e8f4a342bdb4854bb42b4d0c7d0246c%7C0%7C0%7C638678046164155597%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WtOUdVDifYlPdMTXXN%2BxqqvQU8tXEOeCuSTN7Hy8sII%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.camden.gov.uk%2Fabout-construction-management-plans&data=05%7C02%7CChristopher.Smith1%40camden.gov.uk%7C992dc895c20b4acb654508dd0a4c9024%7C5e8f4a342bdb4854bb42b4d0c7d0246c%7C0%7C0%7C638678046164155597%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WtOUdVDifYlPdMTXXN%2BxqqvQU8tXEOeCuSTN7Hy8sII%3D&reserved=0


notwithstanding that LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion (Appendix 1 to 

this letter) should be addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the subsequent section titled 

“Appendix 2: EIA Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

 
Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing and Solar Glare 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and solar glare. This is 

considered acceptable, notwithstanding that LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping 

Opinion (Appendix 1 to this letter) should be addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the 

subsequent section titled “Appendix 2: EIA Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

Wind Microclimate 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted that the amendments to the proposed development do not change the 

proposed methodology for assessing wind microclimate. This is considered acceptable. 

 
Ecology 
 
LBC Response  
 
The November 2022 EIA Scoping Report, submitted by the applicant, proposed for the inclusion of 
Ecology and Biodiversity in the ES.  This was based on a precautionary approach relating to bats, due 
to unconfirmed presence and / or high potential roosting habitat across the site.   

The applicant has subsequently noted, in the September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum, that 

several further surveys have since been undertaken or are underway.  Given that the surveys would 

likely be available across the entire site, at the time of submission of the ES and planning application, 

then they are proposing to scope out Nature and Biodiversity from the ES, should these surveys 

determine the absence of bats and / or high potential roosting habitat on-site.  They further note that if 

the surveys do confirm that roosting bats are present, or that the existing buildings have high roosting 

potential, Ecology and Biodiversity will remain scoped into the ES.   

Camden Nature Corridor have raised comments as below. They have suggested that they are in 

possession of ecological data that is relevant to this site, that they are willing to share. It is therefore 

recommended that the applicant liaises with Camden Nature corridor further to attempt to obtain this 

data.  

In summary, LBC are in agreement with the position to scope out ecology from ES, if there is sufficient 

survey information available to determine the absence of bats and / or high potential roosting habitat 

on-site. Assuming this is the case, the non-EIA ecology work submitted with the planning application 

should consider the wider points raised by West Kentish Town CAAC and Camden Nature Corridor. 

The West Kentish Town CAAC have raised further comments, as included below, relating to tree and 

soil eco-system services.  These comments should be considered as part of the wider non-EIA 

planning application documentation, including the arboricultural and ecological assessment work.  

LBC’s Nature Conservation officer confirms that they have no further comments on the scope of the 

EIA. 

 

• West Kentish Town CAAC 

Ecology  



The proposals will also reduce our ability to adapt and create a resilient neighbourhood 

because of the impact on the existing trees, nature and biodiversity on the site. The existing 

trees and soil provide eco-system services which have not been properly accounted for in the 

assessment. Please refer to the Hero Trees of Kentish Town Estate report, which can be 

accessed here: https://www.transitionkentishtown.org.uk/portfolio/save-our-hero-trees/ 

• Camden Nature Corridor  

Since the original EIA submission (2022/5281/P), a proposal for a Camden Nature Corridor 

has been developed by a consortium of local organizations and submitted in 2024 to Camden 

Local Plan Consultation. It includes suggestions for biodiversity improvement in five Camden 

Sites of Interest for Nature Conservation (including Talacre Town Green bordering WKTE) 

and in three priority Camden Site Allocations, Murphy’s Yard, Regis Road and WKTE itself. 

Subsequently, Camden Council has indicated its plans to “include reference in the new local 

plan to the Camden Nature Corridor as an infrastructure priority for the “Central Area” within 

which the three sites referred to are located … [and] … to include reference to the Corridor 

within each of the respective site allocations”. Hence, as WKTE is now proposed as a part of 

the Camden Nature Corridor, we request that it be scoped into the ecological work of the EIA 

for WKTE re-development.  

We suggest three ways in which this could be done. There may be others.  

First, the Camden Nature Corridor has been collecting biodiversity data on WKTE (e.g. bat 

and nesting bird survey data) for over a year. As this ecological data will be more 

comprehensive than the data on which the EIA can draw, we request that it be included and 

used in assessment of the ecological impact of planned development. Our ecological studies 

in WKTE are ongoing and we would be pleased to work collaboratively with the 

organization(s) conducting the EIA on further surveys.  

Secondly, we suggest that the EIA consider the potential impact of development on both 

species presently on the WKTE site and species encouraged and anticipated to establish 

there as a result of the Camden Nature Corridor, which include many London Priority Species 

for conservation. For example, with respect to bats, which are mentioned specifically in the 

EIA Scoping Addendum, our surveys have already identified Common Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus 

pipistrellus) as a species active in WKTE. Eight other protected London bat species are found 

in Hampstead Heath, the other “end” of the Nature Corridor, and the aim is to facilitate their 

spread, potentially into the WKTE.  

Finally, the Camden Nature Corridor will need to work across three Site Allocations: WKTE, 

Regis Road and Murphy’s Yard. The present Cumulative Scheme Map for the EIA includes 

Regis Road and Murphy’s Yard. In its recent Regis Road Area Guidance: Addendum to the 

Kentish Town Planning Framework November 2024, the Council has specifically identified the 

inclusion of the Camden Nature Corridor on these sites. We suggest therefore that the WKTE 

EIA’s consideration of these two Cumulative Schemes include a specific ecological element 

dealing with the Nature Corridor. We also note that the plan in this Addendum for Regis Road 

includes opening up new, direct access to these Schemes from West Kentish Town, and that 

it might now be considered a Tier 2 Cumulative Scheme. 

 
 
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has outlined the further viewpoints to be assessed, as agreed with LBC, beyond those 

originally proposed in the November 2022 EIA Scoping Report.   

LBC’s comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion (Appendix 1 to this letter) should be 

addressed in the ES, unless agreed otherwise in the subsequent section titled “Appendix 2: EIA 

Scoping Opinion Response” of this letter. 

https://www.transitionkentishtown.org.uk/portfolio/save-our-hero-trees/


The West Kentish Town CAAC have raised further comments, as included below.  They are in 

agreement with the additional views being scoped into the assessment.   

Historic England have raised further comments, as included below.  The majority of these comments 

repeat those received on the 9th December 2022. However, the second paragraph includes new 

commentary of the protected vista from Parliament Hill, which should be considered by the applicant.    

LBC’s Heritage Conservation officer further confirms that they are satisfied that the views proposed 

already, would be satisfactory for the assessment of setting impacts to built heritage. 

 

• West Kentish Town CAAC 

Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment  

We welcome the requirement by the Conservation Officer for additional views to enable the 

impact of the development to be fully assessed in respect of the impact on existing 

streetscape. We think that this will be worsened by the increased height of the tower. 

• Historic England 

This development could, potentially, have an impact upon a number of designated heritage 

assets and their settings in the area around the site. In line with the advice in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), we would expect the Environmental Statement to contain 

a thorough assessment of the likely effects which the proposed development might have upon 

those elements which contribute to the significance of these assets.  

Our initial assessment shows the application site lies within the protected vista from 

Parliament Hill (east of the summit - at the prominent oak tree) to the Palace of Westminster. 

Any potential future application should be considered especially carefully to ensure there is no 

harm to this protected vista. Tall elements that would impact it should be sited outside of the 

corridor.  

We would also expect the Environmental Statement to consider the potential impacts on non-

designated features of historic, architectural, archaeological or artistic interest, since these 

can also be of national importance and make an important contribution to the character and 

local distinctiveness of an area and its sense of place. This information is available via the 

local authority Historic Environment Record (www.heritagegateway.org.uk) and relevant local 

authority staff. 

We would strongly recommend that you involve the Conservation Officer of Camden and the 

Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service in the development of this assessment. They 

are best placed to advise on: local historic environment issues and priorities; how the proposal 

can be tailored to avoid and minimise potential adverse impacts on the historic environment; 

the nature and design of any required mitigation measures; and opportunities for securing 

wider benefits for the future conservation and management of heritage assets.  

Given the heights of the structures associated with the proposed development and the 

surrounding landscape character, this development is likely to be visible across a very large 

area and could, as a result, affect the significance of heritage assets at some distance from 

this site itself. We would expect the assessment to clearly demonstrate that the extent of the 

proposed study area is of the appropriate size to ensure that all heritage assets likely to be 

affected by this development have been included and can be properly assessed.  

It is important that the assessment is designed to ensure that all impacts are fully understood. 

Section drawings and techniques such as photomontages are a useful part of this.  

The assessment should also take account of the potential impact which associated activities 

(such as construction, servicing and maintenance, and associated traffic) might have upon 

perceptions, understanding and appreciation of the heritage assets in the area. The 

assessment should also consider, where appropriate, the likelihood of alterations to drainage 



patterns that might lead to in situ decomposition or destruction of below ground archaeological 

remains and deposits, and can also lead to subsidence of buildings and monuments. 

• LBC Heritage Conservation officer  

The only change that may impact on the built heritage would be an increase of the maximum 

height from 50 to 55 metres.  The impact of this on the setting of nearby heritage assets 

would still be picked up by the location of the viewpoints identified in the Heritage, 

Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment. No additional viewpoints are requested. 

 

Cumulative Schemes 

Updated Cumulative Scheme List and Map (included in Appendix 1 of the 

September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum) 

LBC Response  

LBC consider that the currently proposed thresholds of 150 new homes and 10,000sqm GEA of 

floorspace is too low, when determining schemes for consideration, to adequately assess the 

significance of cumulative effects in this location. We therefore request that the ES adopts the 

following amended thresholds for cumulative schemes to be considered within the ES:  

• Residential development of between 50 or more dwellings 

• The provision of a building or buildings where the floor space to be created by the 

development is 5,000 square meters or more 

 

EIA Scoping Opinion Response (included in Appendix 2 of the September 2024 

EIA Scoping Report Addendum) 

For context, the applicant has provided commentary on the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion adopted 

by LBC in Appendix 2 of their September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum.  They have provided 

commentary on certain points that were raised, where they wish to agree an alternative approach.  

LBC have provided commentary on whether this is considered acceptable or not, in the below 

sections corresponding to the headings used in the September 2024 EIA Scoping Report Addendum. 

 

The Proposed Development and the Planning Application 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Planning Context 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

 



EIA Methodology – Baseline Conditions 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
EIA Methodology – Demolition and Construction 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
EIA Methodology – Environmental Design Management Measures 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
EIA Methodology – Completed Development 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

Cumulative Effects 
 
LBC Response  

The following point of clarification is raised, where the applicant states: 

Certain schemes requested have not been included within the cumulative effects assessment, 

where significant cumulative effects are demonstrated to be unlikely. This justification has 

been provided with the new list. 

For consistency, we suggest that it would be prudent to include them in the list, if they meet the 

thresholds set.  Then, in the relevant technical assessments undertaken, discount them as necessary. 

The following point of clarification is raised, where the applicant states: 

At the time of writing, no schemes would fall within Tier 2 defined at EIA scoping (Schemes 

with a submitted planning application which are awaiting determination). Therefore Tier 3 has 

been referenced as Tier 2 throughout the ES. 

We recommend that the Tier 2 definition is adopted and remains in intact, given that relevant schemes 

could be submitted for planning ahead of the ES being submitted and / or now be relevant due to the 

amended thresholds. 

 

 

 

 



Alternatives and Design Evolution 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Determining Effect Significance – Effect Scale 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Determining Effect Significance – Effect Nature 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Determining Effect Significance – Geographic Extent 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Determining Effect Significance – Effect Duration 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

Determining Effect Significance – Direct and Indirect Effects 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Air Quality 
 
LBC Response  

The following point of clarification is raised, where the applicant states: 

It is noted that CPG ‘Air Quality’ specifies that “Modelling should not predict improvements to 

future years (future vehicle emissions or future background concentrations)”.  

Whilst the concept of a precautionary principle in regard to air quality modelling is understood, 

applying this to the assessment presented within the Air Quality ES assessment is not considered 

appropriate for the following reasons:  

• The approach outlined in the guidance cannot be justified from trends in monitoring data 

across the UK. Data for the nearest monitoring site to the proposed development with long-term 

measurements (CA16) are shown in the table below; the reduction in measured concentrations is 

evident since 2017. Indeed, Camden’s own Annual Status Report states “The continued reduction 

in NO2 concentrations over the past seven years is clear”.  

 

• At a London authority level, analysis has demonstrated that the introduction of the ULEZ and 

LEZ has reduced concentrations of NO2 in Inner London by 21% since 2021; this is likely to 

continue given that it has been announced that the ULEZ will expand further to encompass all of 

London in August. The regeneration of the West Kentish Town estate will take place over a 

period of several years, thus by the time the development is fully operational, it is reasonable to 

assume that concentrations will have reduced further as a result of the wider ULEZ and other 

policy interventions (such as measures in Camden’s latest Air Quality Action Plan). These 

improvements are not currently accounted for in the EFT (v11.0) that will be used to calculate 

emission factors for the assessment, as such the use of the EFT is considered conservative.  

• The construction of the Proposed Development will be phased over several years and are not 

expected to be fully complete and operational until 2044 (to be confirmed in the ES). NOx 

concentrations are most likely to decline more quickly in the future, on average, than predicted 

by the current EFT. Therefore, assuming no improvements in air quality (emissions and 

backgrounds) from 2019 to 2044 is very unrealistic (i.e., no change in air quality over a 25-year 

period). By doing so it does not take account of the decline in vehicle combustion emissions 

(newer vehicles with cleaner exhaust emissions) / uptake of electric vehicles / increase in 

sustainable transport modes etc. 

• Should an exceedance of the objective be predicted, by applying this approach, it is not 

possible to forecast the duration of this exceedance as traffic emissions and background 

concentrations are held constant. 

Therefore, it is the Air Quality Consultants (AQC) professional opinion that the approach 

outlined in CPG ‘Air Quality’ is overly conservative and unsupported by the empirical evidence. 

The Air Quality assessment will use the predicted future air quality conditions as a baseline from 

which to determine the effects of the completed and operational Proposed Development. 

 
In response to this point raised, LBC’s sustainability officer has raised that the site should be designed 
considering existing air quality and existing limits, as we cannot be certain of predictions of either future 
air quality or of future air quality limits/standards. Whilst we are expecting improvements in air quality 



we are also expecting more stringent standards. It should be noted that the Camden Clean Air Action 
plan 2023-2026 looks to achieve the WHO limits 2034 of NO2 10µg.m3, PM2.5 5µg.m3, PM10 15µg.m3 
but this does not cover the development until 2044.  The only knowns are the current air quality and 
current limits and therefore these should be considered for the design of the development. 
 

The following point of clarification is raised, where the applicant states: 

The London Borough of Camden is currently undertaking long-term monitoring at a number of 

automatic and diffusion tube monitoring sites within its administrative boundary. Whilst there 

are not any monitoring sites within the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development, there 

are monitoring sites within 3km in locations with similar air quality conditions to the application 

site, i.e., at a distance from any nearby major sources of pollution.  

Given the fact that these monitoring sites have been deployed for a number of years (i.e., 

long-term), and that the verification of the modelled results will utilise 2022 (or 2023 should 

data be available) as the baseline year, the judgement of the air quality consultant is that 

undertaking a monitoring survey is not necessary. Instead, the sites that are deemed 

representative of conditions at the Proposed Development will be used in the verification, 

where traffic information in the London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory (LAEI) for the roads 

adjacent these sites is available.  

Air quality monitoring (and subsequent verification) for NO2 and particulate matter as part of 

future demolition and construction stages is expected to form a commitment by the Applicant 

as part of the Environmental Statement which will accompany the planning application.  

In order to ensure this monitoring is completed, the Applicant is already in discussions with 

Camden’s Air Quality Officer for the provision of air quality monitoring to commence. This is 

expected to include monitoring before/during construction (which is likely to cover particulate 

matter/dust). 

 
In response to this point raised, LBC’s sustainability officer has raised that since the initial assessment, 
Camden has begun diffusion tube monitoring in the development area, with at least 20 sites in relatively 
close proximity.  These could be used in the assessment, and therefore local air quality monitoring is 
no longer required. 

 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
 
LBC Response  

The following points of clarification are raised, where the applicant states: 

The GHG assessment will follow the guidance on assessing greenhouse gas emissions as 

prescribed within the IEMA 2022 Guidelines.  Where information is available, the baseline 

GHG emissions will be calculated. However, according to the guidance, where information is 

not available, the ‘current baseline’ is to be considered as zero. 

Note the IEMA - Assessing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Evaluating their Significance guidance 

(February, 2022) states: 

It may not always be possible to report on current baseline emissions, particularly with 

projects situated in areas with no physical development or activity. In this instance there would 

be zero GHG emissions to report at a site level, although particular attention should be paid 

where changes in land use are expected. 

AND 

GHG emissions associated with other sources or activities such as playing fields may be 

harder to estimate. It may be appropriate to assume zero baseline GHG emissions in such 



cases to ensure a reasonable worse-case approach to establishing the net GHG effect of the 

project. It could in such cases be important to also quantify (estimate) emissions release from 

the land used change and soil disturbance 

Regarding setting the baseline as zero, the guidance refers specifically to no physical development or 

activity. If the applicant is instead referring to existing physical development or activity, but a lack of 

data being available, then the baseline emissions are not zero.  Rather than automatically setting the 

baseline to zero, clearly defined assumptions and benchmarks could instead be used to estimate 

baseline conditions where site-specific data is unavailable. However, LBC also acknowledges that 

setting the baseline at zero would be robust – and therefore acceptable, for specific land uses where 

existing data is unavailable, given that this would represent a worst case scenario in the prediction of 

the environmental effects.  

 

Noise and Vibration 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

Ecology and Biodiversity 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

Socio-Economics 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Human Health 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section.   

 
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion on this 

section.  It is noted that the applicant intends to include the additional views, previously requested by 

LBC, in the assessment. There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by 

the applicant on this section. 

 



Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing and Solar Glare 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

Wind Microclimate 
 
LBC Response  

The following point of clarification is raised, where the applicant states: 

The safety and comfort thresholds will be set as per the Lawson Comfort Criteria as opposed to 

the City of London. The City of London Criteria has been specifically designed for the City itself 

and is not always suitable for comparison in other parts of London and throughout the UK and 

as such the Lawson Comfort Criteria will be used across the Wind Microclimate assessment for 

the EIA. 

Buro Happold’s wind microclimate team (acting in a peer review capacity) have highlighted the 

following points that were agreed on a call with RWDI and Trium (on Thursday 6th July 2023): 

• The results will be reviewed and discussed in the context of 1.9 hours per year for 15m/s – 

which will be the target for publicly accessible areas.  2.2 hours per year for 15m/s will be 

considered as a threshold for non-publicly accessible areas, however RWDI will look to improve 

on this through the design / assessment process 

• Regarding comfort, 8 m/s (or better) within the public realm for walking will be targeted, however 

up to 10 m/s is considered acceptable for walking comfort 

Buro Happold’s wind microclimate team (acting in a peer review capacity) have highlighted that this 

previously agreed position should be followed. 

 
Transport and Access 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous request from LBC to ‘scope in’ traffic and movement to the EIA.  

As a result, this topic will now be included in the EIA.   

LBC agrees with the position set out by the applicant, i.e. that this assessment should be completed in 

line with the new IEMA guidance “Environmental Assessment of Traffic and Movement”, published in 

July 2023.  The clarification on the approach to the assessment to be adopted, in line with this 

guidance, is noted. 

 
Geo-Environmental (Ground Conditions, Groundwater and Soils) 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 

 

 



Waste and Materials 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

 
Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk 
 
LBC Response  

The applicant has noted the previous comments made in the March 2023 EIA Scoping Opinion.  

There are no points of clarification, regarding the scope of the EIA, raised by the applicant on this 

section. 

The information to be included within the Sustainable Drainage Systems Report, to be submitted as 

standalone planning report, is noted.  

 

Other matters 

Comments from LBC’s Affordable Housing Development Coordinator have been received.  These 

comments relate to design considerations, as opposed to the scope and methodology of the EIA.  

Specifically, they have flagged that they would support retaining an element of homes for 

Intermediate Rent. 

No comments have been raised by LBC Building Control (Fire Safety) on the EIA Scoping. 

Comments from the Metropolitan Police are included in Appendix 2.  These comments relate to 

design considerations, as opposed to the scope and methodology of the EIA,  and should be 

considered by the applicant. 

Comments from the London Healthy Urban Development Unit are included in Appendix 2.  They have 

requested that the impact on NHS healthcare infrastructure and service delivery are properly 

assessed.  This should be included as part of the standalone Health Impact Assessment. 

Comments from the Heath and Hampstead Society are included in Appendix 2.  It is considered that 

these comments primarily relate to design considerations, rather than affecting the already proposed 

scope and methodology of the EIA – which includes a proposed assessment relating to visual impact, 

wind microclimate and air quality. 

Comments from Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service are included in Appendix 2.  They 

agree with archaeology being scoped out of the EIA.  

Comments from Natural England are included in Appendix 2.  This includes their standard advice, 

which can be considered, similar to that provided previously for the March 2023 Scoping Opinion.  

No further comments have been raised by the following parties: 

• LBC (London Borough of Camden) – Building Control (Access);   

• LBC – Residents Safety Engagement  

• LBC – Economic Development/Inclusive Economy;  

• LBC – Environmental Services (Waste);  

• LBC – Environmental Services (Contaminated Land);  

• LBC – Environmental Services (Pollution Team);  

• LBC – Public Open Space;  

• LBC – Trees and Landscaping Officer;  

• LBC – Sustainability (energy, sustainability, drainage and flood risk);  



• LBC – Urban Design;  

• LBC - Policy  

• Camden Clinical Commissioning Group 

• National Grid 

• Network Rail 

• TfL Property 

• Greater London Authority 

• London Fire Brigade 

• British Transport Police 
• Bartholomew Estate and Kentish Town CAAC 
• Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum 
• Queen’s Crescent Neighbourhood Forum  
• National Amenity Societies 

 

Comments have been raised by local residents, that are available on the LBC planning portal 

alongside this EIA Scoping Opinion (2024/4487/P). These comments are flagged for your onward 

consideration.  

I trust that this letter, to be read alongside the original March 2023 Scoping Opinion, provides a 

comprehensive response to the request for an EIA Scoping Opinion submitted by the applicant.  The 

two read together, form LBC’s updated EIA Scoping Opinion for the proposed development. Should 

responses be received after the issue of this response they will be forwarded to you for consideration 

and inclusion within the ES. 

Please note that this EIA Scoping Opinion is offered with the caveat that should the form of 

development deviate to a significant degree from that described to date, a further request for an EIA 

Scoping Opinion may prove necessary. In addition, this EIA Scoping Opinion is offered without 

prejudice to the right, if necessary, to raise further issues for consideration as part of the future 

assessment of the proposals. 

Scoping should be an iterative process. Recommendations for additional consultations with key 

consultees have been made in this EIA Scoping Opinion to further agree the scope of certain 

assessments. We recommend that all consultation responses, including those going forward, are 

included within the ES to provide clarity on all discussions regarding assessment scopes. 

Should you have any questions or queries, please do not hesitate to contact Christopher Smith on 020 

7974 5311 (Christopher.Smith1@camden.gov.uk). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Christopher.Smith1@camden.gov.uk


Appendix 1 – March 2023 Scoping Opinion (includes consultee responses 

received at that time) 

NB: can be found on the Council’s planning register using the reference 2022/5281/P 

(web link below) 

2022/5281/P EIA Scoping Opinion Report 

 

  

https://camdocs.camden.gov.uk/CMWebDrawer/Record/10003124/file/document?inline


Appendix 2 – Consultation Responses on the September 2024 EIA Scoping 

Report Addendum  

Thames Water 

 

  



Sport England 

 

 

LBC Building Control 

 

 

 

  



TfL Infrastructure 

 

 

LBC Nature Conservation 

 

 

LBC Green Spaces 

 

 

 

 



LBC Transport 

 

 

LBC Housing 

 

 

LBC Conservation 

 



LBC Sustainability 

 

 

  



Camden Nature Corridor 

 

 

 

 



Metropolitan Police (excluding appendix which is available to view online) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Historic England (GLAAS) 

 

 



NHS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Natural England (excluding annex which is available to view online) 

 

 

 



Environment Agency 

 

 

 



Historic England 

 

 



 



 


