SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA

Item 3
	Centre Point Tower, Centre Point Link and Centre Point House

101-103 New Oxford Street and  5-24 St Giles High Street, London WC1A 1DD


1. Additional information regarding affordable housing

1.1 Paragraph 6.2.31 states that there were a number of areas within the Financial Viability Assessment where agreement had yet to be reached between the applicant and the Council’s Chartered Surveyors, BPS (on the ‘base value’, potential changes to the mix of units and impact on values from the inclusion of affordable housing).  Further information on these points and other points has since been received as follows.  

· Base value – BPS and the applicant have agreed on a lower base value.
· Changes to the mix of units – With such high gross sales value estimates for the proposed residential units a very small increase or decrease in values will make a significant difference to the developer’s return from the scheme.  The proposed mix of unit sizes is considered acceptable in terms of planning policy (as discussed in paragraph 6.2.8 of the main report), however a small change to the number of 2 and 3 bed units is unlikely to have a policy implication but could make a substantial difference to the proposed values.  For example a change to floor 17 from 3 units (2 x 2 bed and 1 x 2.5 bed) to 2 units (2 x 3 bed) could result in an increase of value.
· Centre Point House costs – Further information has been submitted with regard to expenditure to this building.  It does not appear reasonable to include expenditure which is not directly related to the viability of the scheme and appears to have been included partly to appease existing tenants from the impact and inconvenience of construction.  
· Construction costs – Since the submission of the application the construction costs for the development been recently been updated.  Agreement has not yet been reached with BPS as to the reasonable for these costs to rise.     
· Loss of car parking value – As discussed in paragraphs 6.3.15 and 6.3.16 the provision of car parking spaces is considered unacceptable.  The applicant has advised that the removal of these spaces from the scheme will result in the loss of £4million from the scheme and a potential effect on sales values.  BPS have advised that this is a fair value but that the effect on sales values has not yet been quantified.
1.2 Whilst agreement has not been reached on all of the above bullet points it is reasonable to assume that the overall impact on the viability is not substantially altered once the loss of parking space and construction costs are off set against any increase in value from changes to the base value, removal of the Centre Point House costs and conversion of one floor in the Tower.  
1.3 The applicant has provided an estimate of the adverse impact on values of private units if affordable units are provided within the Tower.  No specific evidence has been provided however to indicate how this estimate would relate to a particular scenario on site (e.g. the impact on value if a single floor within the tower was provided with 4 units of affordable housing).  The outcome of this estimate is particularly sensitive because a smaller change to the impact on the values than is being suggested by the applicant could make an option to provide affordable housing in the tower viable.  
1.4 As part of the current application the car parking spaces and the mix of units remain as submitted.  Further discussion would be required as part of a different scheme on the use of the basement if the car parking spaces were to be removed and this is likely to involve changes to the scheme and could result in viable alternative uses being identified.  Changes to the mix of units at certain floors in the tower could also be explored as part of a different scheme to assess the impact on viability alongside compliance with policy DP5.  
1.5 Notwithstanding this further discussion, it is considered that there is more certainty now than at the time of writing the report with regard to the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing that can be provided on site.  Further information and discussion is still required with regard to the potential impact on values in the tower and this could result in there being two options for the provision of affordable housing on site as set out in paragraph 6.2.31.  
1.6 In conclusion, there remains insufficient information to demonstrate what is the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing that could be provided on site.  Moreover the policy tests have not been demonstrated to justify a cascade to off site provision and in any case too little substance has been offered with regard to any off site provision.  Officers are therefore unable to assess whether a more meaningful contribution towards affordable housing could be created with the off site provision of affordable housing units.  In the absence of sufficient justification for the shortfall in provision of on site affordable housing the proposal is recommended for refusal on this basis.
1.7 Reason for refusal 2 is proposed to be changed as follows:

“In the absence of sufficient justification for the shortfall of on-site affordable housing and why it is not appropriate to provide affordable housing off site, in accordance with the Council's affordable housing target, the development fails to contribute the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, contrary to policy CS6 (Providing quality homes) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP3 (Contributions to the supply of affordable housing) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies and policies 3.8, 3.9, 3.11, 3.12 and 3.13 of the London Plan July 2011."
2. Access to upper floor restaurant/bar

2.1 Objections have been received regarding the loss of the restaurant/bar at 31st, 32nd and 33rd floor levels in the Tower and the consequent loss of this as a public space.  Whilst it is recognised that the existing use provides a unique attraction with the available views from the restaurant and bar areas, this is not protected under policy DP14, which aims to support new tourism development and visitor accommodation in appropriate locations and to protect existing visitor accommodation (hotels, bed and breakfast premises, youth hostels etc).  

2.2 Policy DP15 protects existing community facilities, and explicitly states that these include childcare, education and training, healthcare, policing and youth facilities; community halls, meeting spaces, places of worship and other uses in Use Class D1 that provide a service to the local community.  Paragraph 15.7 states that the Council will resist the loss of local pubs that serve a community role (for example by providing space for evening classes, clubs, meetings or performances).  This policy is not considered to be applicable to the existing use of the upper floors as a restaurant/bar as the premises does not serve a community role and there are no D1 uses on these floors. 

2.3 Camden’s LDF policies do not protect existing A3/A4/A5 uses and so the conversion of the top floor restaurant/bar use is considered to be acceptable in principle.  In terms of the detail the applicant has submitted further information with regard to the current number of visitors to these floors compared to other tall buildings, the viability of offering a viewing gallery in the building, security issues and the inability to separate visitors to a new viewing gallery from the proposed residential occupants (entrances and lifts).
3. Listed building issues

3.1 The Twentieth Century Society has raised a number of concerns to the proposed scheme which are mentioned in paragraph 4.6 of the report.

a) Infilling of the void under the link bridge and the erosion of the appearance of the building as three distinguishable elements.  

· It is the intention that the glazing of this element of the proposal will be as lightweight as possible with absolutely minimal framing.  This will allow the key elements of the this part of the building to still be read (such as the columns and soffit) and, with the paving of the square carried through the premises, will allow the space to read as originally open and subservient to the overall composition.  Condition 3(a) of the listed building consent would ensure that the details of the glazing were subject to approval.  This has been covered in sections 6.4.13-14 of the officer’s report.

· The proposals must also be viewed in the emerging context of the site where it is the intention that a public square will be created to the south of the existing link bridge.  The infilling under the bridge will create a better sense of enclosure to this space and shield the square from noise and fumes generated from traffic on New Oxford Street.

· Paragraph 134 of NPPF advises that the public benefits of a proposal needs to be weighed against the harm of a proposal.  In this case the limited harm of the proposal to the special interest of the listed building has been outweighed by the significant public benefit of the creation of a public square.

b) Centre point facades 

· The geometry of the windows to Centre Point Tower is not altered by the proposals.  The only perceptible difference would be the removal of the solid panel beneath the existing window and its replacement with a glazing to the same dimensions.

· As is stated in paragraphs 6.4.8-9 the existing windows are not particularly remarkable or unique and are of much lesser architectural quality than the pre-cast concrete panels which make up the façade.  Such modern glazing panels are designed with only a limited lifespan and as they are installed as a single unit cannot be readily repaired.

· Their replacement with double glazed units which are almost identical to the existing upgrades the thermal efficiency of the building in a way which largely maintains its appearance.

c) Projecting stair and external bench

· Paragraphs 6.4.1-6 of the committee report address the issue of the loss of the external stairs at the base of Centre Point Tower.  Again this must be viewed against the wider emerging context of the building with the Crossrail development and the creation of a public square.  It was considered that the harm caused through the relocation of the stairs was outweighed by the public benefits in terms of the free movement of pedestrians around the new Crossrail station to the west and the provision of a attractive public square to the east of the tower.

d) Centre Point House façades

· The cladding to the Centre Point House façade is not particularly innovative using standard materials and cladding systems from the period.  The applicant has advised that these materials contain asbestos and are failing as well as performing inefficiently.  The proposed replacement façade maintains the key elements of the façade such as the robust concrete framing and balconies whilst producing a less cluttered façade in terms of the framing to the windows and panels (which was the original design intention for this part of the building).

4. Consultation responses

4.1 33 letters of support have been received for the following reasons: 
· Existing road layout is dangerous and two way working on Tottenham court road will make St Giles High Street redundant, which is welcomed.  

· Important that the planned public area is included in the proposals and public realm is supported.
· Wish that regeneration is done as soon as possible to improve the quality of the environment in time for Crossrail.

· Scheme should progress as quickly as possible and shouldn’t be held up with concerns about traffic modelling. 
· Building looks very dilapidated and in need of refurbishment. 
4.2 Comments have been received from the Bloomsbury Association, Covent Garden Community Association, Seven Dials Trust & the Soho Society in one joint response, as follows:

· The groups responding jointly are in general support of this application but wish to have the following comments relayed:
· A. HOUSING - We welcome the change of use of the Centre Point Tower to housing; however this requires substantial affordable housing input. 

1. On the basis of 24,000s sqm (the size of the Tower) onsite affordable would be 12,000 sqm;

2. Offsite would be 24,000 sqm (provided by the developers);

3. If the above are considered unfeasible then the financial contribution would be c. £35m (housing to be provided by Camden);

4. All of the above would need to be within either the CG & Holborn ward or the Bloomsbury ward.

We feel 2 and 3 might be difficult to achieve within either ward.

· B. OTHER PROPOSED USES

1. We would encourage the applicant to encourage uses that will act as a catalyst to uplift this rather run-down area;

2. Reassurance that the mix of uses will discourage the spread of night-time bars out of Soho and Covent Garden, and in particular no nightclubs and limited A4 use;

3. A condition in leases or via a S.106 Agreement that any alcohol licence must cease at 12 midnight (i.e. Camden Framework Hours) as the site falls within the extended Seven Dials Special Policy Area. Clearly the applicant would be at liberty to request revising the foregoing if uses demonstrated they met the objectives of the 2003 Licensing Act.

· C. PUBLIC REALM ISSUES - The public realm proposals join those proposed by Consolidated for their adjacent site. It appears this might mean buses continued to operate through Denmark Street (see under ‘Site Management’ below).

1. The public realm proposals should be integrated with those proposed by Consolidated with a time-table for implementation given Crossrail works and once this is done be available for further public comment and be exhibited. This should include a coordinated and consistent landscape, lighting and signage strategy for all the land in various ownerships. We would like to be consulted on the detail of the proposed public realm materials, for example the use of multi-coloured dressed setts as in Monmouth Street as part of the Seven Dials Renaissance Partnership, followed in Long Acre and Mercer South (WCC CG Area 3);

2. As the overall land is part public and part private, a management strategy encompassing the whole area involving Almacantar, Consolidated and Camden and possibly secured via a S.106 Agreement for both this application and the adjacent one by Consolidated;

3. Evidence that wind, sun and shading studies were carried out to inform proposals for the public space. This is critical in the case of tall buildings, particularly in an urban environment. The same applies to acoustics, particularly traffic generated noise;

4. A possible centrally located piece of public art as long as the cost of same does not detract from the quality of public realm materials. A specially commissioned major sculpture. e.g. as Calder in NYC, Caro, Kapoor, Heatherwick… etc. Something that gets a nickname and is a future meeting point. It could be really big, almost too big for the space! It needs to be iconic, something like Eros, or the Seven Dials Sun Dial Pillar. The column in Paternoster Square is an exemplar and would benefit both developers as an iconic meeting point;

5. A time-table for the proposed public realm works (for both this and the Consolidated scheme). Will these works  have to await completion of either or both schemes? How do they relate to the Crossrail timetable etc?

· D. PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT TO ADJACENT AREAS - Unfortunately the development of Centrepoint removed the most direct route from the TCR area down to Covent Garden through Seven Dials (see Farrell TCR Study).

1. A more thorough understanding of context, of the opportunities for connection to the immediate hinterland through exploiting pedestrian movement patterns. In particular, a better link to Neal Street, and Earlham Street and thus through to Covent Garden via Seven Dials with a pedestrian link across Earnshaw Street and through St Giles Court;

2. Possible use of the same template as Seven Dials and CG Area 3 for footways and carriageways so as to assist in identifying pedestrian routes;

3. Key to the design of the public realm is pedestrian movement. The importance of St Giles Circus could be compared to that of Trafalgar Square and Oxford Circus. Key to TS and Oxford Circus were on-site pedestrian movement surveys followed by computer simulation by Space Syntax, then Intelligent Space. These were interactive so you could test different routes and establish real desire lines.  We think this process would give a real structure to the very bland and static looking public realm as shown. It needs a proper sun path study particularly because parts of the public areas are heavily shadowed by the buildings, old and recent and better consideration of possible materials as above;

· E. THE BUILDING

1. Semi-public access to the top floor/ s of the building by retention of the bar/restaurant but not the night club;

2. New double glazing that retains the same colour and reflective qualities of the existing glass.

3. Clean stonework;

4. Central provision of heating/cooling and hot water to each unit through renewable energy solutions. We understand that all plant will be in the basement. Is this correct?

5. What future use is proposed for the basement? Is it all Plant?

6. Is car parking really necessary in an area of high public transport accessibility and can the ramp on Earnshaw Street be removed?

7. What makes Centre Point so interesting for its aficionados?  It could be said that the attractive brashness of the building is what makes it so interesting and contributed to its listing – does the re-cladding of the tower facades (infill) lack the attractive brashness of the original?

5. S106 items
5.1 The CPG calculations for S106 amounts were omitted from the committee report and are as follows:
· Paragraph 6.2.6 Employment and Training = £915,750

· Paragraph 6.2.11 Open Space = £136,519

· Paragraph 6.2.12 Education = £339,498
5.2 The requirement for a community contribution was omitted from the report and a consequent reason for refusal should be added as follows:
“The proposed development, in the absence of a legal agreement to secure financial contributions for community facilities, would be likely to contribute to pressure and demand on the existing facilities in this area contrary to policy CS10 (supporting community facilities and services) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP15 (community and leisure uses) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies”. 
6. Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

6.1 Paragraph 6.6.4 incorrectly calculates the CIL payment that will be liable for this application (only the uplift in floorspace is liable not the conversion).  The corrected paragraph should therefore read as follows:  

“The proposal will be liable for the Mayor of London’s CIL as the additional floorspace exceeds 100sqm or one unit of residential accommodation. Based on the Mayor’s CIL charging schedule and the information given on the plans, the charge is likely to be £53,600 (1,072sqm for extension x £50).  This will be collected by Camden after the scheme is implemented and could be subject to surcharges for failure to assume liability, for failure to submit a commencement notice and/or for late payment, and subject to indexation in line with the construction costs index. An informative would have been attached to any consent advising the applicant of this charge if the application were to be approved.”
7. Proposed drawings

7.1 The proposed plans and elevations were omitted from the committee report and are now attached.  

8. Clarification

8.1 Paragraph 4.1 states that the meeting with TfL was on 10th July and this is incorrect.  The meeting was on 13th July following receipt of TfL’s comments on 10th July

8.2 The following document should be added to the list of drawing numbers:  “Additional Transport Information August 2012”.
