
Richard MeEllistrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WCI Li 8E0 

1 11L 
August 2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Application Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land to west o f  Royal Mail Sorting of f ice bounded by Phoenix Place, Mount Pleasant, Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WCI 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development, I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" 
deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as if they were received within the deadline. I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest opportunity, 
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Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
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Dear Richard 

Application Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land l o w e s t  o f  Royal Mail Sorting off ice bounded by Phoenix Place, Mount Pleasant, Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development. I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as it they were received within the deadline. I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest 



Richard McEllistrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WC0-113EQ 

- August 2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Applicat ion N u m b e r :  2013/3807/P 

Si te  A d d r e s s :  L a n d  t o  w e s t  o f  Royal Mail Sor t ing  off ice b o u n d e d  by Phoenix 
Place ,  Mount  P l e a s a n t ,  G o u g h  S t r ee t  a n d  C a l t h o r p e  S t ree t ,  C a m d e n  WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development, I realise that these comments have been sent after the 'official" 
deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments 
would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not 
to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as if they were received within the 
deadline. I would ask that you wo Id acknowiedt e this to be correct at the earli t 



Richard hicelestrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WC1H SEQ 

I ( )August  
2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Application Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land to west o f  Royal Mall Sorting off ice bounded by Phoenix 
Place, Mount Pleasant, Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development. I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as it they were received within the deadline. I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest 
opportunity. 

You 
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Richard McEllIstrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hat Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WC1H 8E0 
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August 2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Appl icat ion Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land to west of Royal Mail Sorting office bounded by Phoenix Place, Mount Pleasant, Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development, I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted wet  beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as if they were received within the deadline, I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest 



Richard McEllistrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WC1H 8EQ 

August 2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Application Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land to west o f  Royal Mail Sorting of f ice bounded by Phoenix Place, Mount Pleasant, Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development. I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" 
deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as if they wore received within the deadline. I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest 
Opportunity. 



Richard McEllistrum 
Principal Planning Officer 
Development Management 
6th Floor 
Camden Town Hall Extension 
Argyle Street 
London 
WC1H 8542 

t o  August 2013 (date) 

Dear Richard 

Application Number: 2013/3807/P 

Site Address: Land to west o f  Royal Mail Sorting off ice bounded by Phoenix 
Place, Mount Pleasant  Gough Street and Calthorpe Street, Camden WC1 

Please find my comments and concerns about the proposed Mount Pleasant 
development. I realise that these comments have been sent after the "official" 
deadline for comments, but as you have assured the community that comments would be continue to be accepted well beyond this deadline, I fully expect this not to be an issue, and my comments will be treated as if they were received within the deadline. I would ask that you would acknowledge this to be correct at the earliest 
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Tower A3 
boning 

I. and the vast majority ol other local residents. think N would be preferable if at of 
the tal buildings were sited closer to the cane of the site, adjacent to he central 
pert ol Phoenix Piace and possibly over to central section ol Gough Street A 
central location would not bets close to existing residential buildings. although 
adjacent to other existing MN buildings: the Mount Pleasant sorting office at Phoenix 
Place, and the ITN building, and Its M i a o w ,  at Gough Street. This would allow 
the comers of the new site. partiality opposite Laystall Court and Haw/only 
Square. room to breath and leave the residents of these building some air and light. 

The vast majority of local p e a t  repressed the view that the the mass ol buildings. 
but peroculerly the tafier ones. would he we sad right lithe centre 04 the ale 
mid that the periphery cd the site shoal be open space for all to enjoy. This view 
has been constantly expressed at at of the consultation meetings. but yet it 
remains the polar opposite of whet is being proposed. 

L a s  of Privacy and owirehadowing 

am extremely concealed over the loss of privacy and light thal the proposed lower 
A3 will bring. One third of the fiats in Loyal Court have a single aspect that faces 
the proposed tower A3. The remaining two-thirds of the Rats all have their thing 
rooms arid the master bedrooms lacing the proposed tower. With the excepbon of 
Ike ground flea the side of lower A3 that a l  lace Laystall Court a entirely 
comprised of thing rooms aril bedrooms. So. in short, every single resident of 
L a m a  Court will have a sIgnifthant loss of privacy. and due to the close proximity 
of such a l a  and dominant building a l  have a very poor outlook. Paragraph 
4.2.11 of the SKI states that the 'siting and design [of taller buildings] should be 
carefully ccesidered with regard lo the nature of the surrounding pieces and the 
quality ol We for those thing and working around then'. which dearly is not the 
case here. 

Tower A3. at 15-storeys. is a full live storeys higher than Lariat Court — half the 
building's height again. Even those on the 9th (top) door be overshadowed. 
This directly contradicts section 4.2.13 (Height. scale and massing) of the SPO. 
fittlifin States that no building should appear 'overly dominant' or create 'an undue 
eines of enclosure and poor outlook'. And also contiadicts Policy 7.6 of the 
London Ran. which states that in pentular where lag buildings are proposed, 
development must not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land 
mid buildings, in relation to privacy, land] overshadowing'. 1 believe thal the loss 
of privacy arid overshadowing that a l  inevitably be caused by such a large and tee 
a w a r e  wit be unacceptable and significantly detract from the quality of We 



currently enjoyed by tithe residents of Layetall Court. And those Wing in the lower floors and those Wing in the northern wing (due to the ciceer proxlmily to the 
proposed Wea l  will be affected the most. Section 4.2.19 of the SPD (Height, 
scale and messing) stales that 'building heights will be assessed against a range of design issues including the potential tor unacceptable overshadowing. bee of 
privacy to habeeble moms end loss of direct sunlight and daylight.' I sincerely 
hope this is the case and the height of this structure M I  be sigrillicaney reduced. 
and the building moved back somewhal to create more spew between ft and 
UsystaN Coon. It should also be noted that tower /13 is the only lower HI the seven 
on the proposed site) that is placed opposite an existing iesitianllal building — LaystaU Coon. 

Local Context 

Height and density 

The highest tower (A3) and the highest densities have been proposed for the south-west 
of the site. One justification. given by one of the architects, for the positioning ol the highest tower is Me existence of equally high buildings at this 

point, namely: the ITN building. Layne', Court. and Mullen Tower It was reported that this was how the archrects interpreted their brief for keeping bending 
appropriate to the local context. However section 7.21 of the London Plan reminds 
us that: 

Architecture should contribute to the creation of a cohesive built environment that 
enhances the experience of living, working or airing in the 0 4  This Is often best achieved by ensuring new buildings reference, but not necessarily replicate, 
the scale, mass and detail of the predominant built form surrounding them 
[my emphasis!. 

It seems to me exceptionally simple-minded, wholly unfair, and totally inappropriate 
to think 4 acceptable to burden an area of already hip-density residential dwellings 
with more of the same. Of all the areas bounding the proposed site. It is beyond 
question that this corner has the highest residential densities of all Mullen Tower. 
Laystall Cowl, Holavorthy Square. and Orayb Inn Buildings (along with the soon to be completed Mount Pleasant Studios) a/ 'wound this corner ol the site and are at high-density residential buildings with tale or no access to open space. 

Section 3.3.6 of the SPD slates that it is important that 'any luture development 
responds to and integrates a l  the astounding nephbourlpodit. The *response 
in this case is to place the largest density of people and the largest building of the 



development red to the neighbourhood Mat already has the high-densities and 
more than its lair share ol tall buildngsi 

The majority 01011 existing residents ol this corner ot the site are in socIal housing. 
Many do not speak english welt some are Sul3PiCtOUs of the authorities, and many 
Me vulnerable people. and this will be particularly true for those living in the Mount 
Pleasant Studios Many of these people are not Si the posllion to register their 
concerns. !fear that it is no coincidence that the highest, and densest pert of the 
dekeloPmentIs proposed to be sited next an area that is likely to be seen to offer 
the least resistance. and well away horn the very much more affluent streets of 
private homes that bound the Ste on the Islingloweide of the development. 

Section 42.10 of the SPD (Height, scale and massing) states 'heights ot beading, 
&Muhl he PPIX0Priale lo the local coMexr I would argue that the exhtence of high-density 

residential bulings. In dose proximity to misting tail office buildings means the area a akeady overly aowded, and therefore it Is clearly kteppropdate to Me 
more high-density, tat buildings close by. My argurnenl is appalled by section 
7.25 of the London plan, which slates that tall and large buildings 'should be 
resisted hi areas ta t  will be particularly sensitive to their knpacit. Section 4.3.32 
(Height, scale and massing) stales that 'consideration must ... be given to the 
kneads that building heights may have on amenity of suitounding buildings and 
spaces. Where is this consideration? 

Sedlon 7.21 of the London Man slates 'all buildings should help create streets and 
places that we human Si scale so that their prOPonKin and composition enhances. 
acil7mal aid appropriately encloses the public realm' How can a large 15-storey 
saucier, Si a neighbourhood already dominated by the similarly Sized ITN building. 
but with no existkig residential buildings above 10-storeys. be considered 'human 
Si eaten A human wilt be dwarfed against N. 

The SPD states one of es design objectives is to 'enhance the iota corners of the 
s W  (eedlon 3 4.3 • point 8). The proposed tower AS will il bud, form one of these 
Pour corners. Pladng an unprecedented IS-storey lower that will dwarf the existing 
primarily residential-labric. and Is widely objected to by the vast majority of the local 
residents, cannot in any sense be said 10 be an enhancement 

Proximity of schools 

The arcNtects of the tower - for all their tat ol respecting the existing fabric - have 
admitted they were completely unaware ol the existence 01 Christopher Halton 
Primary SchoOl. A cOmmuraly BOW of 250 pupils ranging from three to t Ik i  age 
that borders the site in the southwest corner. 



Section 4.2.11 of the SPD dearly Batas thal the siting of taller buildings should be 
carefully considered with regard to the nalure of the surrounding places and the 
quality of We for those lying and working arourd them. Section 3.3.6 ol de SPO 
insisls that 'any Mum development rewords to and irgegrates with the 
surrounding neighbourhoods'. And mollon 4.3.32 dine SPD (Height thole and 
massing) slabs that toreidersion must ... be given to the kneads that 
heights may have on amenity of surrounding bullrings and spaces.' 

ask (and demand answers): how can the Ming of a 15-stay building said to be 
carefully considered, or ow to meow to and integrate with the sunftuntring 
neighbourhood, and how was It possible for the editedts to have hailed their 
obligee:in to consider the impacts of Tower A3 on Christopher Hation Primary 
SchooL when the architects publicly admitted to being unaware that a school — less than 20 cx 30 moires away — even existed when they drafted their plans? 

The playground entrance of the school WhEtre almost almost all the pupils enter and 
exit each days in Pooles Buildings (a S11011, narrow alley that opens on to Mount 
Pleasant) which is directly opposite the proposed lower. The lower will Owed the 
school. dominate the oullook from the gales and Playground, and ilium a sense ci 
conlinement This is a school already hemmed in by. and in pan beneath Rosebery 
Avenue on one side, and further hemmed in by three high-denthy 
buildings on two of its other three skies. The only open outlook from the school is 
currently where the 15-siorey tower A3 is proposed. This otivbutily contradicts 
section 4.2.1301 the SPO (Height, scale and massing). which Sales that any 
building must not appear 'ovally dominant. creating an undue moss of enclosure 
and poor Were'.  And goes against section 7.2501 the London pen which slates 
that tat and large buildings 'should be reseed in areas that tell be pariah* 
sensitive to their impacts' and section 7.7 of the London Pen that stales tall 
buildings 'should not be encouraged in areas sensitive to that Impact if very 
young children are nol lo be considered 'sensitive' then who. or what, is? Thls 
point is thither reinforced by policy 7.7 (Location and design of tall and large 
buildings) of the London Plan. which Wales: 

Tall and large buildings should be pan of a plawled approach to changing or 
developing an area by the identification ol appropriate, sensitive and inappropriate 
locations. Tall and large buildings should nol have an unacceptably harmful impact 
on their surroundings. 

Section 4.2.10 of the SPO (Height. scale and massing) states• 

The councils win seek to ensure that sinew development will make a positive 
ribution to the pubic realm. Heights of buildings should be appropriate to 

the local contrail (my emphasis). 



How can such a large structure in such dose proximity to an already confined 
school ever be considered 'appropriate'? 

II also overshadows the IA Children Centre • MO containing a no 
whose only open space is a balcony Mal laces the proposed tower. 

Precedence 

Churchill House. at 00 Laystall Sheet (which has most of We homage on Mount 
Pleasant deadly opposite the proposed lower A3). was the lad building to be 
on Mount Pleasant. Originally Proposed as a 10- (or possibly more-) storey lower. 
this was subsequently reduced to live-Oxeye because of the detrimental rimed 
such a structure would have had on the local area. I suggest that this sets a 
precedence and Mal no new building abated In proximity of Christopher Hatton 
Primary School should exceed this height of live-sioreys. 

As Churchill House was effectively capped at live storeys as more storeys were 
seen as being detrimental to the enjoyment of me school, then lila with out doubt 
that large 15-storey structum only some tens of metres away from the school will 
*dimly have a large detrimental impact. And his contradds section 7.26 of The 
London Plan, which states "Tall and labs build nos should not have a negative 
impact on the amenity of surroutdng uses 

The site of the proposed tOVIer was was °vastly occupied by Iwo Morey, lanced 
houses. The site hasni been bodt upon tiro) then to the bed of my knowledge. 
There is no INSIOIC precedence for a tall building on this MN. 

Positioned In a hollow 

The south-wed corner is the loweeNying portien of be Ms — It is be bed of the 
termer course of the Fleet River. lam waffled that INs fact was seen simply as an 
opportunity to awn in more tore  and rall satisfy their need not to compromise Ihe 
M i e n  London View Management R a m o n *  Protected betas that MUM Over the 
Ole born Kettwood and Parliament FM (SPD, section 4.2.11). I believe In their 
eagerness to exploit the opportunly for a higher OnctUrse at tile pold, R I G  were 
prepared to overlook. or simply drin't consider. the huge negative Impact on the 
immolate locally of siting a huge lower In what essentially is a hollow. My 
negative impact. such as overshadowing, or bee of light. will likely be &repined. 

There is a real danger that die eoulMveal comer wIll become dank and gloomy 
particularly In winter. Already the small area of public space in front of Laystall Court 
becomes treacherously slippery in winter due to the damp conditions. A tall building 
may alter the midpoint. making this much worse, directly contradicting Potty 7.6 
section 13-d 01 The London Plan. which stales: 



Buildings and O m a n  shotiM not reese acceptable harm to the amenity of 
surrounding land and buildingt pareaikely residential buildings, in relation to 
privacy. overshadowing, a d  and microcilmato This is particularly Important 
for MO buildings (my emphasis). 

And also contradicting section 4.2.13 of the SPD (Height scale and messing) lhal 
warns there must be an 'avoidance of adverse environmental effects at mad 
lever. 

Section 4.2.3 of the SPD stales that the 'councils win seek to Improve the gushy ol 
the erwironment and protect the inanity of occupiers and neighbours.' Let us 
hope that this statement will be shown to be mm. and that the councils will indeed 
do so by preventing such a t t e n d  large building from being budt in the southwest 
corner. and ask RMG to think again. 

No s a s s  to public space for the southwest 

The immediate neighbourhood adjacent to the soulThwest corner of the proposed 
development has undoubtedly Me highest density of reskiential dwellinge when 
compared to any other neighbouring wee Al of the large residentlal Mina 
(Loyal Cowl. Holsworthy Square. Mullen Tower) lack balconies and any 
significant amount of usable outdoor space (by that I mean other than car parks). 
There is also a school and two nurseries within spitting distance. (The southwest 
comer is one ci the lour corners' as identified in section 3.3.20 of the SPD.) The 
poor quality of the open spaces of the neighbourhood is admowledged in section 
3.3.17 ol the SPD. 

Yet. the proposes monolithic and imperrnsabis structure proposed I x  this south-west 
corner provides no access whatsoever to the new open spaces to be created 

within the development. Meaning everyone. including the eldetly. Me i t  and 
and young children cannot easily enjoy these new spaces. Policy 7.7 of the 
London Plan slates that tel and lame buildings should 'contribute to improving the 
permeability ol the site and wider area, where possible'. There is no reason why 
died access could not have been provided to the public open spaces of the row 
development, and So the failure b provide such access is in direct contradiction to 
this Polio/ 

Section 4.1.2 of the SPD states that 4 is priority for the coundl leopen up Me site 
elk both new and improved streets Mel make better connections between Mount 
Pleasant and the surrounding neighbourhoods.' However. Me plan as a stands has 
no new streets that conned with Mount Pleasant whatsoever! The same section 
goes on to say that another priority lor the council is to 'create new high quality 
and Inclusive public spaces lor local people both on the site and at its lour comers'. 
If this is wily the case, where is this new high quality inclusive space lobe? The 
small Mangle of open space outside of Layman Court could be expanded and much 



improved (see below). Out as this space will also serve many of the hundreds ol 
new residents in what is proposed to be the densest pan 01 the development with 
the tallest building this alone can hardly be seen as adequate. 

What is being cyanosed Is a wall of shops and cafes at ground level This is not 
unwelcome, but should be supplemented and broken up by access to new open 
space within the site. Section 3.3.18 of the SPO talks of the importance that open 
space has in Integrating the Mount Pleasant M e  kilo the Mailing 
Whilst a row of shops and cafes may be said to help link the site to the existing 
neighbourhood, without access to within the sits Need the very same row of shops 
and cafes tapped by a learning 15-storey lower-bloc& wAs form an impenetrable 
barrier, and ledi to achieve the dories& of Integrating the Mount Pleasant site into 
this dense neighbourhood. Many have canmemed that the proposed dev 
is forlressake. with the buildings along the perimeter, looking inwards, and turning 
their backs 001115k surroundings and the existing residents. 

The children and young people in ow building. L a m b .  Cowt, of which there w e  al 
least 14. mostly of Ornery-school age or younger, have nowhere within the 
immediate vicinity Ito play. Lamb*  Court, other than a Car-park, and two small 
shrubberies. has very Wile outside space. None of which is secure. What Mile 
outdoor space we have is dirty, often used as • toast, and frequented by drug 
UMM. drug-dealers and street-drinkers. Residents regularly find used syringes 
along with other dreg ParaPhemalle and broken bottles. It is hardly the place for 
ddldren to play. Eight children, possible more. from LaystaN Court attend 
Christopher Halton Primary &Mod. 

The school has around 250 children In attendance. but has very limited outdoor 
space, with no grass OM no swings, slides or playground-type activity-equipment 
due lo lack of spite. A Significant pan ol the piay space (ifs estimate atout had) 
consists an open 'room' utwler lhe school itself. a narrow light-well skirting two 
sides of the rear of the school. and Iwo arches under Robbery Avenue 

Al least len per cent of Laystall Courts residents are retired and several are quite 
elderly. These residents need access lo quality outdoor space, which we currently 
do not have. 

It Is very clear Met there Is an overwhelming need for suitable. quality outdoor 
space for our most vulnerable residents — our children and relked residents — not 
to mention a t  the other residents of working age. And this need Is not confined to 
Lambe Court: there is the school. the I A  ChlidretYs Centre, Holeworthy Square 
and Mulbn Tower (both high density resklendel buildings like W O O  Court). And 
yet no new public space at as Is proposed near us (mstead It Is proposed tepid the 
largest. tallest densest lower-block ol the tinge Mount Pleasant Site dominating 
ow corner). From the very first time the cormnunlly was constated we asked lor 
access to open space lor local residents and schoolchildren. But again the 



consultation process failed us and we get the polar Mamas the tallest bu'Iu'ng at 
the development. This surely is the greatest missed opportunity ot the entire 
scheme 

P r o p o s a l  f o r  a n e w  s q u a r e  a t  t h e  s o u t h - w e s t  corner 

Many local people. inducting Ms Gwen Lee, the Headmistress ol Christopher 
Hatton Primary School. are strongly In !mots of creating a new * w e  at the 
corner of the congested southwest corner of the sae, mkt could pMentlally be 
combined with closing a sechon ol Mount Pleasant to allow • concurrent space 
finking the new development with existing when structures Including the school. 
and Incorporating the existing triangle ol paved space outside Laystall Court. By 
pushing back and lowering the proposed tower, and levelling and terracing the 
ground, a large new square could be lormei where it is needed most Shops and 
cafes in the ground floor ol the proposed building would line one side ol the 
s▪ quare?, whilst the Apple Tree pub, the adjacent short terrace of building, Laystal 
Coon, the school entrance. and Churcna House (with its barheslaurant — 
'1:tangoes' — on the ground boor) would form the opposite side. Salably 
landscaped. this space could provide high quality play-equipment. benches, and 
space for dinners and cafe goers to eat and drink outside. 11 could be an 
outstanding space. 

Section 33190! the SPD supports this idea by saying 'a square would beneti be 
new development and the summating areas by improWng the quality ol the Public 
spaces and make the area more attractive, as wee as providing better conneciloni 
between the site and the surrounding streets and neighbourhoods.' 

The proposed n e w  s t r e e t  " C a l t h o r p e  Lane" 

Much has been made by Royal Mad ol their proposed new street which starts al a 
point on Faningdon Road where there is no pedesbiencossing, and very clOSe to 
the proposed new enhance to Royal Mots underground goods-yard where an 
estimated 3.000 postal-vehicle movements wit occur each day, and ends In 
PttosSc Place. The new skeet does not link with Wilmington Square as originally 
Intended as there is no crossing at this point on Farringdon Road: and we are told 
no crossing Is planned to be created. People will not be able to access this new 
street east% sell rAN be M u *  Inçositle and dangerous to cross FarrIngdon 
Road at this poiM. And ea ends in Phoenix Piece — a Seel lhat is all bul 
deserted except for the autark and rods entrances Cl Iwo large off ice buildings 



— there is no real need for the sliest in the first place. Once again, the positioning 
el this new street shows that the architects of this scheme have failed Si their 
obligations to lank the site cohesively into the existing urban-labdc. and make 
sensible connections to the surrounding neighbourhoods. Section 4.1.201 the SPD 
slates dull It is one of the counCirs pnontres to 'open up the she with both new and 
improved streets that make better connections between Mount Pleasant and the 

This new 'sheer is not popular locally. HOwever, i t s  thought by many Mal a non. 
vehicular route running dagonatly across the whole site from the coma opposite 
the Holiday km (where a crossing already exists across Faningdon Road) to the 
comer by Elm Street (eaxidte Holtnvorlhy Square. LaystaN Coed — both large 
residential buildings — and Christopher Nation Primary School, and close to the 
busing andion of Rambla Avenue. Grey's kin Road and Theobalds Road. and 
many shops and restaurants) would be a moth more sensible and useful route. h 
would open up the site and provide the opportunities lot large open spaces along 
b mule. This would bear mute priority set out in section 0.1.2 of the SPD Ms 
dilated above). 

Building dust and pollution 

The Waded site is Rely to be highly patted. h is known to have been a laystaN 
(a rubbish help) plot to being buil upon, and the area banes part of Me west 
bank of the Reel River. WhiCh was for decades hardy an open sewer. Alter the 
site was bud upon ft housed a variety of industry. suffered bombing dung's° the 
Second Weal WS and finally has been used as an unsurfaced Car-park by Royal 
Mail for doubdess tern of thousands of vehicles over the last 60 or so yeam. In 
shod, the she Is likely to be highly polkaed and may even COMein unexploded 
bet 

Laystall Coun was boats. 1958. It has single-glazed Cried windows. Each wVtv 
mcorPorstes a large. permanently Open vent the Size of a letterbox. Most riSen 
attempt to seal these vents for most 01 the year bring • vanity of methods, One 
resident told me they stuff the vents with socks! Whatever method, none is 
completely successful and these vents let in Mute  drauglas. These windows are 
now over 50 yews-old. in the latter decades they have not been adequately 
maintained, and we new le-fdling, many with faulty catdas. M a  consequence all 
the windows let in draughts. And the singe glazing and open vents mean there is 
no soundproofing at as. 

Layetal Cam is immediately opposite the proposed development site. Al 01 the 
Oats have at leaSt their living-room and master-bedroom lacmg the site. One-third 



of the nets have all their rooms facing the site. Once building 
subjeded to constant noise and Oust and possibly toxic-contaminants 
within the dust The are al least 14 chddren living in Layne.. Court Including 
several babies. end many retired residents. We do nol wish to subject ow 
or ow elderly residents. to potential conlaminerns. 

Due lo the state ot ow building's windows It would be impossible to stop dust 
entering ow homes. PS reskients nil have to breath in potentially Win dust day 
and night. Nor could we S u l *  ourselves from the construction noise. So I ask 
that the developers, or the council through the Section 108 money, to pay for either 
new wadoiws orb upgrade our current windows to a standard that would Mow us 
to stop the agrees of dust and protect us against excessive c o n s t n n  noise. 

Car parking 
Some residents, padidflady ow Wady residents who do not have • designated 
parking spaces within the cappeAc of Layetall Cain have eignifloard wales abc 
the reeds that the new development MI  have on-street parting and! seek an 
meurarce that they as lontrterm residents WM ell he able to SS a parking spot 
Wady, ache S a t e d  one within the new development. 

Vehicles 

It is sellinated that there will be some 3,000 bolsi-vehicle movements a day from 
the expended operations al the Mount Pleasant Soiling Citilos. I as a reekient ol 
Mount Pleasant would like an assurance Mel no postal veNcies viS be allowed to 
use Mount Peasant, Elm Street Gough Street. or Larded Street. and that their 
routes MI  only be along the major arterial mutes. Clalstopher Hatton Primary 
School has entrances on both Loons Street and Mount Pleasant treading ad Irony 
the Pool's fiuddirgs entrance) and it would be very undesirable It traffic were to 
increase along either of these two streeis The safety of local children, which is 
already a concern on Mount Pleasant. should be paramount 

Richard Weida-um. Principal Planning Officer. Camden. stated lhat vehide routes 
can be Peeltellee by 'Planning (section 106) legal agreement'. las t  for a firm 
guarantee Thal such a control will be put in piace apart of any planning consent. 



No historic reference 

Place w a s  once  the Fleet River. The Fleet Rivet defined the area for 
centuries, and the section Cl the river around Mount Pleasant w a s  the last l o  be 
enclosed In about 1850. The old perish boundaries clearly show the M i l e  of the 
river and its M o t o r i s e  across the she. But yet there is n o  m e r l o n  or reference to 
the dyer in the piens. Section 4.1.204 the S P D  Mates that o n e  of the councils 
p i f f l e s  i s  to 'promote high quality design for buildings and  public SWIM 
s w e a r  and enhance the N o l o *  significance of the site and  its surrounding area: 
ask  that the N e e s  historic importance. and that the proposed development's 

above the R e e l  River b e  acknowledged and referenced in s o m e  respect. 
Perhaps. at • minimum, o n e  of the newly formed public s p a c e s  could b e  named 

scary? 

Information overload 

The planning application alone comccitess o124  documents totaling just under 
2.500 pages.  often written ei what have termed *verbose and unintelligible 
language .  I. along with m a n y  others  Si t h e  CAmmunity, feel that w e  h a v e  been 
given too Nile lime to study t h e  enormous  amount of material, and make comment 
On upon N. My worry i s  what has  b e e n  missed The community have  consistently 
a sked  tor more time to make our comment. and  s o  I a s k  again tor an extension for 
comments. 

Consultation ignored 

Al the ikst pubic  meeting (held in the Holiday kin) the proposed height of tower A3 
(directly opposite i n s t a l  Court) was  s o  controversial that  o n e  01 the architects/ 
planners e e l : 4 S W  publicly thai it w a s  'a  mistake (these were his exact words) and 
h was  in fact not that high. At the next meeting w e  were astounded to lind the height 
ol the lower had actually b e e n  increased, What is the point in having a consultalion 

it achieves no real change. In fact, worse than UHL I. and many Others in the 
locality. feel that Me consultation process  was  a sham: simply an exercise to gush 
l e a n t .  And. clideirdir hi the  (Atha height Cl ower A3. that the community 
h a s  been  lied to. 



Section 108 money 

I request that the community receives a Mtn assurance from the council that all of 
the Section 1 06 motley MI  be Spent locally. Mal is within the immediately area tadedng the site. Specifically I would Me lo see the Money spent on 

I. The kenslion M a  new pudic square at the south-west corner (as detailed 
above): and 

2. New windows, or a refurbishment of ow existing windows. (specifically double-glazing) 
in Laystall Coon (and any other bolding that is Neely lo be effected 

similarly by the works) to help ameliorate the effects of building noise and dust (as 

(Ends.) 


