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ANALYSIS INFORMATION

	Land Use Details:

	
	Use Class
	Use Description
	Floorspace 

	Existing
	B2 General Industry
	246m²

	Proposed
	B1a/b/c Business
C3 Dwelling House
	246m²

1782m2

(Total 2028m2)


	Residential Use Details:

	
	Residential Type
	No. of  Habitable Rooms per Unit

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9+

	Existing
	Flat/Maisonette
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Proposed
	Flat/Maisonette
	-
	23
	3
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


OFFICERS’ REPORT   

Reason for Referral to Committee: The proposal is a major development that involves the creation of more than 10 residential units, and involves the establishment of legal agreements under section 106 (Clauses 3(i) and (v)).

This application needs to be determined within a 13-week timeframe, the expiry date of which is 03 November 2005.
1. SITE

1.1. The application relates to a triangular site situated on the north side of Holmes Road, but also has a north-facing frontage to a fork of Holmes Road.  The site is occupied by a single-storey building occupied as a vehicle repair workshop.  The existing single-storey building is of no architectural merit.

1.2. The site is not within any conservation area or subject to any other policy designations, although the Kentish Town Industry Area proposed under the revised UDP lies immediately to the north of the site.  The Kentish Town District Shopping and Service Centre is 200m to the east.
1.3. The area is characterised by a variety of building sizes and uses, including mixed-use (business and residential) buildings of up to five storeys.  Historically Holmes Road is an employment area but recent developments have brought about a significant proportion of residential uses.  There is a Council housing block to the west at no.76 Holmes Road.
1.4. The site is not identified in the adopted Unitary Development Plan as a development site.

2. THE PROPOSAL

Original 

2.1 The existing repair shop would be demolished and replaced with a five storey building providing Class B1 use on the ground floor and residential use on the upper floors.

2.2 The application has been made following three previously refused permissions and following officer advice, as detailed below.

Revision 1
2.3 The internal floor height of the ground floor business space was increased to 3.8m, and the ground floor north elevation revised to enable the installation of loading doors to enable flexible use of the B1 space on the ground floor.

3.
RELEVANT HISTORY

3.1 In February 2004 (ref: 2003/3082/P) planning permission was refused for the demolition of the existing single storey workshop building and the erection of a 5-storey building comprising 32 residential units (27 x 1-bed, 4 x 2-bed and 1 x 3-bed) for affordable housing.

Permission was refused on the following grounds:

· Loss of employment floorspace

· Inappropriate mix of residential units

· Unacceptable provision of affordable housing

· Adverse effects on parking in the area

· Inappropriate urban design.

3.2 In October 2004 (ref: 2004/3034/P) planning permission was refused for a revised scheme, for the demolition of the existing single storey workshop building and the erection of a 5 storey building comprising 46sqm of B1 floorspace at ground floor level and 31 residential units (3 x studio flats, 23 x 1 bed units, 4 x 2 bed units and 1 x 3 bed units) on ground to fourth floors for affordable housing.

The reasons for refusal were the same as for the previous application, despite the minor changes made to the scheme.

3.3 A third application was refused in April 2005 (ref: 2004/5517/P), for the demolition of the existing vehicle repair workshop and erection of a 5-storey mixed use building comprising B1 floorspace on the ground floor and 27 low cost home ownership dwellings above (23x1-bed, 3x2-beds and 1x3-beds). 

The application was refused for the following reasons:

· Inappropriate mix of residential units

· Unacceptable provision of affordable housing

· Adverse effects on parking in the area

· Inappropriate urban design.

The development had improved from the previous evolutions in that it provided adequate replacement business floorspace, 250m2 of Class B1 floorspace.

3.4
The current application has been made following officer advice and based on the principles established under the previously refused schemes.

4.
CONSULTATIONS


Statutory Consultees

4.1
None.

Local Groups

4.2 None

Adjoining Occupiers
	
	Original
	Revision 1

	Number of Letters Sent
	41
	41

	Number of responses Received
	06
	01

	Number in Support
	01
	00

	Number of Objections
	04
	01


4.3 Summary of objectors’ issues:

· The development would adversely affect daylight, sunlight, outlook and privacy to neighbouring properties, in particular within the Council housing block at no.76 Holmes Road to the west.

Response: The height, bulk, position and orientation of the proposed building and its relationship to the neighbouring building are such that it would not cause unreasonable adverse effects on the residential amenity of neighbours.

· The development would result in increased traffic and parking problems.

Response: The development would not cause an undue increase in traffic volumes on Holmes Road.  The application is recommended for approval subject to a s.106 agreement to make the development car-free.

· One letter supporting the application because it will provide affordable housing.
5.
POLICIES


Set out below are the UDP policies that the proposals have primarily been assessed against, together with officers' view as to whether or not each policy listed has been complied with.  However it should be noted that recommendations are based on assessment of the proposals against the development plan taken as a whole together with other material considerations.
Camden Unitary Development Plan 2000

5.1


	RE2
	Residential amenity and environment
	Complies 

	RE6 
	Planning obligations
	Complies

	EN1
	General environmental protection and improvement
	Complies

	EN5
	Noise and vibration
	Complies

	EN6
	Disturbance from plant and machinery
	Complies

	EN7
	Noise and disturbance during construction activity
	Complies subject to informative note

	EN10
	Contaminated Sites
	Complies subject to condition

	EN13
	Design of new development
	Complies

	EN14
	Setting of development 
	Complies

	EN16
	Site layout
	Complies

	EN19
	Amenity for neighbours and occupiers
	Complies

	HG5
	Mixed use development
	Complies

	HG8
	Increasing the amount of residential accommodation
	Complies

	HG10
	Housing density
	Complies

	HG11
	Affordable housing
	Complies subject to s.106 agreement

	HG12
	Visual privacy and overlooking
	Complies

	HG13
	Provision of amenity space
	Does not comply, addressed in report

	HG16
	Housing mix in schemes for new residential development
	Does not comply, addressed in report

	EC3
	Retention of employment uses
	Complies

	TR12
	Non-residential parking
	Complies subject to s.106 agreement

	TR17
	Residential Parking Standards
	Complies subject to s.106 agreement

	TR19
	Road safety
	Complies subject to s.106 agreement

	TR21
	Pedestrians
	Complies subject to s.106 agreement

	TR22
	Cycling
	Complies subject to recommended condition

	TR23 
	Servicing
	Complies

	DS2
	Residential density standard
	Complies


Revised Deposit Draft Unitary Development Plan 2004

5.2


	H1
	New housing
	Complies

	H2
	Affordable housing
	Complies

	E2 
	Retention of existing business uses
	Complies


Supplementary Planning Guidance

5.3 Supplementary Planning Guidance 2002.

2.3 – Internal arrangements

5.4
SPG for Affordable Housing and Housing in Mixed Use Areas 2005

Other Relevant Guidance


Draft London Plan 2002

4B.1 – Design for a compact city

4B.3 – Maximising the potential of sites

5.5
Planning Policy Guidance


PPS3 – Housing

6.
ASSESSMENT

6.1 The principal considerations material to the determination of this application are summarised as follows:

6.2 Land Use: Adopted Policy EC3 and revised policy E2 seek the retention of existing employment uses that are considered suitable for ongoing business use.  The site’s location, accessibility and size all suggest it is capable of ongoing employment use.  The first two applications at the site were refused in part because the development failed to provide adequate replacement for the existing 246m2 of employment floorspace at the site.  

6.3 Under the April 2005 refusal the development had evolved such that 246m2 of replacement Class B1 floorspace was provided and the loss of employment floorspace was therefore not included as a reason for refusal.  The level of Class B1 floorspace provision in this case is consistent with the April 2005 application, also providing 246m2 of Class B1 floorspace.  To this end it could be considered that the provision of equivalent replacement B1 floorspace is acceptable. 

6.4 However since the April 2005 decision, replacement policy E2 has gained increasing weight.  The replacement policy seeks that replacement business space should include design features that enable flexible use, including use for light industry.  The original proposal did not provide for flexible business use as it had only 2.8m internal ceiling heights and no capability to provide for vehicle loading.  It was therefore considered that while the development provided an adequate amount of business floorspace, the lack of flexible uses of the floorspace rendered it unacceptable under the provisions of E2.

6.5 On officer advice, the scheme was revised to provide 3.8m internal ceiling heights at ground floor level and a revised north elevation that provided for loading doors to be installed.  These alterations were considered appropriate in making the development capable of use by a range of B1 uses, and therefore acceptable.  

6.6 This scheme compares well with recent decisions for mixed use developments.  At the neighbouring 54-74 Holmes Road permission was granted (November 2004) for a mixed use development that involved the replacement of 1990m2 of Class B8 floorspace with only 839m2 of Class B1 floorspace.  While this scheme represented a significant reduction in employment floorspace, it was deemed appropriate because the proposed new floorspace was of a good quality and capable of a range of B1 uses having internal ceiling heights of 3.8m.

6.7 The development is therefore considered acceptable in relation to adopted policy EC3 and replacement policy E2.

6.8 The principle of residential development is discussed below at paragraphs 6.20-6.21.

6.9 Urban Design: Holmes Road is an area of mixed use, scale and character – there are Victorian buildings alongside industrial uses and sites being redeveloped for a variety of residential uses.   The architectural landscape reflects the area’s diversity, however it is noted that this part of Holmes Road, lacks coherence and any built examples of high quality, contemporary design.  It is considered that the application site is of particular importance, in establishing a presence, given its corner location.  From both ends of Holmes Road, No. 74A is the focus of localised views.  It is therefore imperative that any replacement scheme embraces its position/orientation, recognising the important contribution it can make to the streetscape. 

6.10 The replacement scheme has been assessed against relevant UDP policies EN1, EN13, EN16 and EN18.  Considerable regard has been given to the previous refusals of permission for the site, whereby each permission was refused in part on design grounds.  It is considered that the revised proposal is acceptable in the context of these policies and overcomes the reasons for refusal on previous evolutions of the development.  

6.11 It is acknowledged that the proposed ground floor has been reconfigured on both elevations to accommodate Class B1 space, thus altering the appearance of the building at this level.  The ground floor elevations have become activated.  This has served to add interest to the overall composition.  Whereas the earlier schemes, which had no or limited Class B1 space on the ground floor had monotonous and sheer elevations, the active ground floor frontage has provided some relief and engages well with the street edge.  Similarly, it is considered that the resultant elevational detailing of the 1st, 2nd & 3rd levels is now more appropriate to this particular context.  It now plays a more active role in completing this important corner site, in that it embraces its position and is an opportunity to visually stimulate the corner.   

6.12 The proposed arrangement of uses has the advantage of providing an active working presence at the street level, whilst the residential units are offered more privacy and security above.  This distinction in use is reflected in the proposed materials and overall design.  At ground level, engineering bricks denote the commercial unit, mixed with large areas of curtain wall glazing.  The bricks; blue/grey in colour, provide a durable/commercial character whilst the glazing allows for visibility to the street and natural light to penetrate into the depth of the plan.  

6.13 The residential flats sit above the commercial floorspace, with the exception of one residential unit that is located near the main entrance, acting like a gate house.  The use of horizontal, timber cladding at this higher level, creates a physical and material separation from the commercial use below.  The glazed apertures within the veiled facade of timber vary in size, dependent on the room type they serve.  Large windows, almost floor to ceiling in height, are proposed for the living rooms with ‘juliet’ balconies and steel balustrades.  In contrast the bedrooms have smaller, square windows.  Overall the arrangement of windows within the north and south facades is considered to balance the relationship between function, quality of the internal environments and overall aesthetic.   

6.14 The corner has been carefully considered to articulate the dynamic nature of the site.  The two timber planes fronting the residential accommodation project forward at this point cantilevering over the corner but not physically meeting.  The resultant gap in between the timber cladding reveals the staircase that serves three of the flats.  The staircase appears independent of the timber and takes on a sculptural importance due to its form and location.  At night, the lit staircase will generate a slot of light, at the front of the building acting as a focus for this corner site location.  The timber boarding to the staircase is open boarded to allow light to enter the staircase whilst emphasising the nature of the timber as a lightweight screen.  At street level the blue/grey engineering brick is proposed to provide a robust junction with the footpath. The path widens at the corner of the site to allow pedestrians more space whilst passing under the overhang of the stair.   

6.15 The main residential entrance is located on the south facade, positioned within the folding of the commercial brick wall and the extended brick boundary wall.  The entrance is not anonymous, but instead seeks to be visible to the street.  This is considered to improve security and general ownership whilst allowing easy access.  Planting is proposed for this entrance area both as a visually attractive means of separating the public footpath from the private outside space of the ground floor flat and providing colour. 

6.16 The west facade is a boundary wall, thus limiting the potential for openings as it interfaces with an existing residential  block (no.76 Holmes Road).  With this in mind however, the mass of this wall has been significantly reduced from previous evolutions by splitting the facade into two elements with a partially glazed recess.  The glazing allows natural light to enter the internal staircase and penetrate into the depth of the building’s corridors.  The fourth floor is stepped back on all sides creating terrace areas for three of the flats.  The stepping back reduces the apparent bulk, whilst the proposed composite panels add lightness to the top floor.   

6.17 Two brick types are proposed, chosen for their character and appropriateness to the site’s context.  A hard engineering brick is  proposed at the base level to the commercial area.  A ‘softer’ orange/red brick is proposed for the residential area to the west façade, wrapping around the south-west corner including the extension to the boundary wall.  In general, it is considered that the brickwork gives the building a grounding and familiarity appropriate to the context and acts as a positive contrast to the negative contributions engendered by of some of the surrounding buildings, such as the Council housing block at 76 Holmes Road.  

6.18 The proposed red timber cladding will constitute the predominant material used throughout the scheme.  It will therefore be necessary to impose a condition to ensure the quality of the timber is appropriate, as timber cladding can age very badly gaining a silver/grey colouring.  Appropriate samples and supporting information will need to be submitted for approval to demonstrate the proposed material’s weathering capabilities.  

6.19 A condition should be imposed requiring approval of samples of all external cladding materials, including window frames, glazing, balconies, stairs, external doors, brick facing materials, timber cladding and fencing.  A sample materials board should be erected on site for Local Planning Authority inspection.

6.20 Residential Use and Density: Housing is the priority use of the UDP.  The creation of 27 new residential units is therefore welcomed, subject to compliance with other relevant policies.  

The site is appropriate for development for residential use.  PPS3 states that new housing should be concentrated within urban areas, and that efficient, high density use should be made of previously developed land.  It seeks greater intensity of development at sites with good access to public transport such as district centres.
6.21 London Plan Policy 4B.3 (Maximising the potential of sites) of the London Plan states that boroughs should ensure development proposals achieve the highest possible intensity of use compatible with local context and with public transport capacity.  The development is considered to occupy the maximum reasonable building envelope for the site and proposes the most favourable uses, and is therefore consistent with the London Plan standards and PPS3.

6.22 Affordable Housing: The previous applications at the site have all been refused on the grounds that the provision of affordable housing was unacceptable, despite each proposal offering 100% of the units for affordable housing and adopted UDP policy HG11 indicates that the Council will seek a target of only 50% affordable housing.  However HG11 seeks (as a guideline) a division within the affordable housing of 70% social rented (35% of total) and 30% shared ownership (15% of total). 

6.23 The refusals have been on the grounds that the affordable units proposed would be exclusively in shared ownership with no provision of social rented accommodation, and that the housing would not be genuinely affordable, being only marginally cheaper than open market housing.  Under the current proposal the affordable housing provision remains at 100% shared ownership with no social rented accommodation proposed, although the cost of the shared ownership housing is considered to be genuinely affordable.  

6.24 Agreements have been reached between the applicant and housing officers regarding the percentage of equity shares (40%) and rent levels (2.5% per annum) which will ensure the units are genuinely affordable.  A clause will also be included in the s.106 agreement for the affordable housing to ensure the units are offered to key workers in the first instance, and that  they can be made available to other persons in housing need (as identified on the Council’s housing register) if insufficient key workers take up the units.  

6.25 On balance the affordable housing provision is therefore considered acceptable.  

6.26 The proposed s.106 agreement will ensure the affordability of the shared ownership housing.

6.27 Acton Housing Association are in contract with the applicant to take ownership of and manage the affordable housing element of the development.  Acton Housing Association considers the amount and mix of affordable housing provided is appropriate to the site.

6.28 The proposal involves the creation of more than 5 new residential units.  However as all the housing proposed is to be for affordable housing the relevant SPG does not seek any education contribution.

6.29 Housing Mix: Of the 27 units proposed only 1 is to provide 3 bedrooms and thereby be considered appropriate for family occupation.  Adopted UDP policy HG16 seeks a mix of housing types and sizes, welcomes 50% three or more bedroom units and a mix of smaller units.  The proposed housing mix is as follows:

One-bedroom: 

23

Two-bedroom:

3

Three-bedroom:

1

Total:



27

6.30 This housing mix falls short of the policy HG16 aspiration.  However in considering the mix of units factors such as the location of the development and its physical constraints in providing for family accommodation with outdoor amenity space must be taken into account.  

6.31 As discussed the location of the site is suited to high-density development by virtue of its location near to a district centre and proximity to public transport.  The devotion of significant portions of the site to provision of garden space would be considered inefficient under London Plan policy 4B.3, and therefore any amenity space provided at the site is best provided in the form of balconies or terraces, which are not ideally suitable for family use.  The site’s location does, however, make it particularly suitable for small households given its access to transport and proximity to the district centre.

6.32 The fact that the housing is proposed exclusively for key-worker accommodation is also a material consideration.  The previous applications were in part refused on the grounds of inappropriate mix of units and the mix proposed in this revision has not changed from the previous refusal.  Indeed if the proposal were for housing for private sale it would still be appropriate to refuse it on the grounds that the mix of units is unacceptable.  However now that the provision of affordable housing has been appropriately addressed the emphasis on small units is deemed appropriate, because there is demonstrated demand for small units among the key workers to which the affordable housing is targeted.

6.33 To this end, the NHS has provided a letter offering support to the scheme and stating there is a demonstrated need for units of this mix and type among NHS key workers.  The NHS states that of its key workers, nurses in particular are predominantly seeking one-bed units.

6.34 It should be noted, however, that in the absence of a legal agreement securing the affordable housing discussed above, that the application should be refused on the grounds that the mix of housing is also unacceptable.

6.35 Residential Amenity: The 27 residential dwellings proposed all meet the SPG requirements for floorspace for their intended occupancies.  All are considered to have good daylight and sunlight to habitable rooms and are visually private and secure.  

6.36 Three of the dwellings have dedicated outdoor amenity space in the form of terraces.  Policy HG13 seeks accessible garden space for all new dwellings where practicable.  However the location of the site and the need for high density development severely limits the ability to provide outdoor amenity space.  Refusal of permission on grounds of a lack of amenity space would be unreasonable.

6.37 The development would not result in any undue overlooking of neighbouring residential properties.  The only significant potential for overlooking of neighbours would be from the west-facing terraces serving the two fourth floor flats to the residential properties with no.76 Holmes Road, 20m away.  The distance between the terraces and potentially susceptible habitable windows exceeds 18 metres.  No harm is therefore expected on neighbours’ privacy.

6.38 The scale and position of the development in relation to its neighbours suggests it would not have any significant adverse effect on residential amenity in terms of daylight, sunlight, outlook or sense of enclosure.  The orientation of the building in relation to its nearest neighbour, no.76 Holmes Road is such that effects on daylight and sunlight would be minimal.

6.39 Transport: The development is recommended for approval subject to a s.106 agreement for car-free housing.  The development is therefore not considered to cause any adverse effects on parking in the area.  This legal agreement would overcome the previous reasons for refusal, where in the absence of such an agreement the previous proposals were considered harmful to the on-street parking environment in the area.

6.40 The development proposes up to 20 internal cycle storage spaces which is acceptable.  Storage of any surplus bicycles could be provided for within the residential units.  There is lift access which would make this acceptable.  Details of the cycle storage should be required by condition.

6.41 Servicing facilities for new Class B1 uses of under 500m2 are assessed on a case by case basis.  In this instance the existing highway conditions are considered appropriate to enable on-street loading space for loading and unloading of goods.  There is an existing crossover serving the northern elevation of the site that would readily enable access to the flexible B1 floorspace on the ground floor.  

6.42 The development includes a residential refuse store which is accessed directly from the street and accessed off Holmes Road.  The refuse store is considered acceptable in size and location.  However the door to the refuse store must not open out onto the highway, as is indicated on the drawings.

6.43 Access: All residential levels are accessible by elevator and circulation areas are of sufficient width to enable access by wheelchairs.
6.44 Contaminated Sites: The former uses of the site including a garage and a workshop (including vehicle repairs and respraying) and those of adjacent land (railway lands, coal depot and road services depot) could have potentially led to contamination at this site.   As such, a condition should be imposed requiring an appropriate site investigation to be undertaken and a report including any recommendations for remediation to be submitted prior to any construction works taking place.  
6.45 The condition should additionally state that should any remediation measures be required, they must be agreed with the Council prior to the commencement of any works.

7.
CONCLUSION

7.1 The development represents a high-density mixed use development making optimum use of a site near a town centre site that is currently under-developed.  The development maximises the use of the site in accordance with the policies of the London Plan and PPS3 creating 27 new affordable homes, as well as retaining a flexible employment space in an area well served for business uses.

8.
LEGAL COMMENTS

8.1 Members are referred to the note from the Legal Division at the start of the Agenda.

9.
HEADS OF TERMS OF SECTION 106

9.1   The proposed heads of terms are:

· Car-free housing for all the residential units hereby approved.

· Terms to secure provision of 100% affordable housing for key workers, at 40% equity shares and 2.5% per annum rent.

10.
RECOMMENDATION 1:  Subject to Recommendation 2, to Grant Planning Permission with conditions and subject to a section 106 legal agreement.  

11.
RECOMMENDATION 2:  That in the event of the Section 106 agreement referred to in Recommendation 1 has not been completed within 13 weeks of the date of complete submission of the application, the Head of Development Control be given authority to refuse the application for the following reasons:


‘The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement for car-capped housing, would be likely to contribute unacceptably to parking stress and congestion in the surrounding area contrary to policies TR4 (Cumulative impact of proposals), TR17 (Residential parking standards) and RE6 (Planning obligations) of the London Borough of Camden Unitary Development Plan 2000’.

‘The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure future affordable housing would not adequately contribute the range of housing within the borough and would be contrary to policies RE6 (Planning Obligations), HG11 (Affordable Housing), HG15 (Provision of a range of housing) and HG16 (Housing Mix) of the London Borough of Camden UDP 2000’.

