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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This report provides details of the comments received throughout the programme of public 

consultation in relation to the redevelopment proposals for the Bangor Wharf site, formerly 

occupied by EDF Energy, on Georgiana Street, Camden, NW1 0QS.  

 

1.2 In September 2015, One Housing Group (referred   to   as   the   “Applicant”)   appointed  

Curtin&Co, a specialist public affairs company, to undertake a programme of community 

consultation.   The   applicant’s   commitment   to   consulting   with   the   community   has been 

evident throughout the pre-submission phase to ensure that the views of the community 

could be understood and incorporated where feasible. The aims of the consultation process 

were to: 

 

 Gain a better understanding of the local area, as well as the needs and aspirations of the 

local community. 

 Raise awareness locally about the forthcoming redevelopment proposals.  

 Invite input from the local community and offer a variety of ways in which people were 

able to provide their feedback.  

 

1.3 The activities undertaken as part of the consultation process has included: 

 

 Meetings with local Ward Councillors; 

 Door-to-door canvassing of local residents; 

 Engagement with residents in close proximity to the site; 

 Meetings with local community groups; 

 Insertions into local news publications; 

 Drop-in Centre held over two days.  

 

1.4      The applicant has proved their commitment to comprehensive community engagement  

throughout the pre-submission phase. Initial feedback from residents suggested that there 

was a general acceptance that Camden needs more housing, and that Bangor Wharf would 

be a suitable place for a residential-led, mixed use development, in line with  the  Council’s 

Local Development Framework.  
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1.5 On the whole, despite the wide advertisement of consultation events, a relatively low level 

of residents expressed the desire to engage with the applicant. Those who did express an 

interest appear to have drawn from the immediate local area, particularly Reachview Close 

and Royal College Street. Following the drop-in-sessions hosted by the applicant, only 19 

residents chose to give their feedback on the plans. The low level of interest expressed in the 

plans suggests that the majority of residents in the local area remain unconcerned about the 

applicant’s  proposals  and  did  not  feel  it  necessary  to  discuss  matters  with  the  project  team.   

 

1.6 The applicant has sought to be considerate to the views of residents who did engage 

throughout the consultation process. Some neighbouring residents expressed unease at the 

height of the proposed buildings. The applicant responded by making significant revisions to 

plans and reduced the storey height of one building. Furthermore, questions were raised 

about how the proposals respond to the canal, and some asked whether the canal could be 

utilised for mooring or other commercial uses. It should be noted that the applicant does not 

own the canal and its ability to utilise this space is therefore limited. Where the applicant 

can, it has made provisions for an informal space adjacent to the canal for all the enjoy. The 

applicant also intends to restore the canal wall as part of the application proposals, albeit 

with the wall subject to agreement with the Canal and River Trust (CRT). 
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2 INTRODUCTION  
 

2.1 This Statement of Community Involvement has been prepared by Curtin&Co on behalf of the 

applicant, One Housing Group. It concerns the planning application being prepared for 

submission to Camden Council. For the purpose of this application, a holistic and 

comprehensive approach has been taken towards community consultation.  

2.2 The plans include a redevelopment of the site to create a residential-led mixed-use 

development comprising 46 residential units (Use Class C3) (18 x 1 bed, 19 x 2 bed and 9 x 3 

bed), new office floorspace (Use Class B1a) (686 sq.m) with associated works to highways 

and landscaping following demolition of existing buildings.  
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3 CONSULTATION PROGRAMME 

3.1 The applicant believes it is important to engage with all local stakeholders, in line with the 

Government’s   Localism Act 2011, the National Planning Policy Framework 2012, and the 

Council’s  adopted  SCI  guidance  to  applicants. 

3.2 The importance of community consultation has been paramount to the applicant 

throughout the entirety of this consultation process and will continue post submission. This 

commitment is reflected in Table 1 which details the efforts to engage with local residents, 

local community groups and elected representatives.  

Table 1 – Consultation Overview 

ACTIVITY DATE 
Introductory letters and follow up phone calls sent to local elected 

representatives including: 

 St Pancras and Somers Town Ward Councillors; 

 Camden Town with Primrose Hill Ward Councillors; and  

 Cantelowes Ward Councillors. 

7th October 2015  

Introductory letters and follow up phone calls to local community groups 

including: 

 Executive Director of Somers Town Community Association;  

 Administrator of St Pancras Community Centre; 

 Chair of St Pancras Way Tenants Residents Association; 

 Owner of The Constitution Pub; and 

 Chair of Camden Town Unlimited. 

7th October 2015 

4,500 leaflets advertising the Drop-in Centres distributed within local area 

(see Appendix B for a full map).  

W/c 26th October 2015 

Meeting with St Pancras and Somers Town Ward Councillors; Roger 

Robinson and Paul Tomlinson. 

28th October 2015 

Door-to-door canvassing with local residents living on Georgiana Street 

and Royal College Street. 

5th November 2015 

Delivery of letter to residents of the above streets, informing them of the 

applicant’s   efforts   to   contact   them   and   inviting   them   to   the   upcoming 

5th November 2015 
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Drop-in Centres. 

Quarter-page advert placed in the Camden New Journal (See Appendix D) 

advertising the location and time of the Drop-in Centres. 

5th November 2015 

Letters sent to the following stakeholders to inform them of the 

forthcoming Drop-in Centres:  

 St Pancras and Somers Town Ward Councillors; 

 Camden Town with Primrose Hill Ward Councillors; and  

 Cantelowes Ward Councillors. 

6th November 2015 

Launch of consultation website OneHousingBangorWharf.co.uk (see 
Appendix J).  

11th November 2015  

Drop-in Centre held on site at Bangor Wharf, Georgiana Street, NW1 0QS. 11th – 12th November 

2015  

Letters sent to all residents living in Reachview Close, offering to meet 

with the applicant in the coming months.  

10th December 2015 

Meeting with representatives from: 

 The Regent’s Canal Conservation Area Advisory Committee; and 

 Representatives of the Friends of Regents Canal.  

6th January 2016 

Meeting with: 

 Cllr Phil Jones - Cabinet Member for Regeneration, Transport and 

Planning and Cantelowes Ward Councillor; and  

 Cllr Patrician Callaghan - Cabinet Member for Housing, Deputy 

Leader and Camden Town with Primrose Hill Ward Councillor.  

14th January 2016 

Meeting with residents in Reachview Close following the invite letter sent 

on 10th December. 

11th February 2016 
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4. STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 

4.1 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT – DOOR KNOCKING 

4.1.1 Given the location of the Bangor Wharf site and its proximity to a predominantly residential 

area, the applicant recognised the importance of engaging with local residents in the 

surrounding streets on a one-to-one basis. It was a priority from the start that immediate 

neighbours were placed at the centre of the consultation process and did not feel excluded 

or ill-informed in any way.  

4.1.2 Curtin&Co commenced with a door-to-door canvassing session on 5th November 2015 of 

residents living on Georgiana Street and Royal College Street. 

4.1.3 Those residents who were unavailable at the time of calling were provided with a letter (see 

Appendix E) informing them that the applicant had tried to contact them and providing 

information of the upcoming Drop-in Centre times. In addition to this letter, residents 

received a leaflet (see Appendix A)in the week prior, informing them of the upcoming Drop-

in  Centre  and  Curtin&Co’s  contact  details  should  they  wish  to  contact  the  applicant. 

4.1.4 On the whole, the door-to-door canvassing session provided an early litmus test of opinion 

towards the redevelopment of the Bangor Wharf. It also served as a useful opportunity to 

forge links with the local community and the majority of residents were very grateful for this 

type of engagement. 

4.1.5 From conversations with residents, it became clear that there was an ambition locally for the 

site’s  redevelopment,  with  the  majority  of  residents  appearing  supportive  of  the  plans.  The  

majority of those engaged expressed that the development was pleasant and appropriate 

for the area.  

4.1.7 This door-to-door consultation exercise also provided an excellent opportunity to ensure 

that residents were made fully aware of the forthcoming Drop-in Centres and supported the 

leaflet distribution that took place the week prior.  
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4.2 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT – ENGAGEMENT WITH RESIDENTS IN REACHVIEW CLOSE 

4.2.1 Following the Drop-in Centre held on 11th and 12th November 2015, it became evident that 

residents living in a nearby development, Reachview Close, were an important group to 

engage with after a number of residents living in this development attended the event with 

queries regarding the proposed development. 

4.2.2  Residents were concerned about the height of the scheme and perceived visual impact it 

may have on Reachview Close. The applicant therefore sought to provide all Reachview 

Close residents with the opportunity to meet the applicant to discuss the plans further 

should they so wish. 

4.2.3 On 10th December 2015, Curtin&Co sent a letter to all residents of Reachview Close inviting 

them to meet the applicant and provide any comments or feedback they may have. Five 

residents expressed the desire to meet with the applicant following this.   

4.2.4 The applicant arranged a meeting which took place on 11th February 2016, on site. The 

meeting was attended by over 20 people from Reachview Close and Royal College Street. It 

was also attended by, local Ward Councillor Roger Robinson and representatives from other 

canal   users’   groups. This meeting provided an excellent opportunity to explain that the 

storey height had been reduced as a direct result of their comments following the drop in 

centre.   

4.2.5 The meeting was constructive and provided the applicant with the opportunity to fully 

understand  these  residents’  concerns and outline other benefits of the scheme such as the 

provision of a public courtyard.  It also allowed the applicant to explain to residents that the 

scheme had significantly changed – reducing its proposed maximum height of seven storeys 

to six storeys – as a result of this extensive consultation with the local community. It should 

be noted that reducing the height of the development removed five residential units and 

consequently the overall proportion of affordable housing. 

4.2.6 Reducing the maximum height of the proposed scheme by one storey is a significant design 

change undertaken to reflect the views of the local community. It is evident that 

consultation  with  the  local  community  has  ensured  the  applicant’s  proposed  scheme is now 

more reflective of residents’  aspirations   for   the   site  whilst   still   ensuring   that   the  applicant  

can provide a viable scheme.  
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4.3 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT – ENGAGEMENT WITH REGENT’S CANAL CONSERVATION 

AREA ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

4.3.1 The applicant recognised   that   the   Regent’s   Canal   Conservation   Area   Advisory Committee 

was a key local stakeholder, and one that should be engaged to discuss the proposals.  

4.3.2 On 6th January 2016, Curtin&Co met with members of the  Regent’s  Canal  Conservation  Area  

Advisory Committee (RCCAAC) to  explain  in  more  detail  the  applicant’s  emerging  proposals.  

The Committee recognised the need for redevelopment of the site and understood the 

viability considerations. Despite the Committee being largely split in their support for the 

proposed scheme, the applicant recognised that the RCCAAC were a well-informed 

stakeholder group who had carefully considered the details of the proposals. Other groups 

were also represented during this meeting including  the  Friends  of  Regent’s  Canal and the 

National Barge Traveller Association.  

4.3.3 The Advisory Committee  were  also  appreciative  of   the  applicant’s   scheme  which   seeks   to  

open up the canal to pedestrians and utilise the old cobbles in landscaping. 

4.3.4 When questions were raised, they focused on the view of the development from the tow 

path and the treatment of the canal  wall   adjacent   to   the   site’s   location.  Additionally,   the  

Committee expressed reservations about the tallest part of the proposal standing at seven 

storeys in height. The applicant has worked hard to address these concerns by reducing the 

seven storey building in height. Furthermore, the applicant will undertake significant work to 

rebuild the canal wall to ensure its long-term security, subject to an agreement with the CRT. 

The scheme will also open up a part of the canal that is not currently accessible to the public. 

This  space  will  be  landscaped  with  details  that  reference  the  canal’s  heritage,  including  the  

use of original cobblestones in addition to reflecting its historic industrial nature by using 

specific building materials. As such, the applicant believes that the comments raised by the 

Regent’s  Canal  Area  Advisory  Committee  have  been  resolved.     
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4.4 ENGAGEMENT WITH POLITICAL REPRESENTATIVES  

4.4.1 The applicant also sought to engage with local Councillors, particularly those representing St 

Pancras and Somers Town Ward, where the site is located. 

4.4.2 The applicant met with St Pancras and Somers Town Ward Councillors, Roger Robinson and 

Paul Tomlinson, prior to the Drop-in Centres to ensure the political representative were 

aware of the plans and best placed to answer queries from constituents.  

4.4.3 This early engagement was followed with a further meeting with Cabinet Members from 

Camden Council. The applicant met with Cllr Patrician Callaghan, Deputy Leader and the 

Cabinet Member for Housing, and Cllr Phil Jones, Cabinet Member for Regeneration, 

Transport and Planning, to  discuss   residents’   feedback  and  gain  a  better  understanding  of  

the   Council’s   preference   for the re-development of the site. The applicant also met with 

neighbouring Ward Councillor, Danny Beales.  

4.4.4 It should also be noted that Cllr Roger Robinson attended the drop-in-session and the 

meeting with Reachview Close residents organised by Curtin&Co on 11th February 2016. This 

ensured that the applicant was able to engage with local residents and their local Ward 

Councillor together and understand any queries or concerns they may have. 

4.4.5  Following meetings with political representatives, the applicant had a further understanding 

of the political aspirations for the site and the Council’s   development   plans   for   the  wider  

area. 
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5. DROP-IN CENTRE – 11 & 12 NOVEMBER 2015  
5.1 Drop-in Centre Background 
 
5.1.1 Further to the consultation efforts aforementioned and in accordance with section 122 of 

the Localism Act, the applicant held two Drop-in Centres on site at Bangor Wharf, formerly 

occupied by EDF Energy, on Wednesday 11th November and Thursday 12th November 2015 

from 4pm-8pm. 

 

5.1.2 The aim of the Drop-in Centres were predominately to allow local residents to view the 

emerging proposals for the redevelopment of Bangor Wharf. It also provided the 

opportunity to build on the consultation exercises detailed elsewhere in this report with the 

applicant considering it essential that the Drop-in Centres allowed all interested parties to 

view the proposals and share their feedback with members of the project team. 

 

5.2 INTRODUCTION  

 

5.2.1 Over the course of the two days, 41 residents attended the Drop-in Centre from across the 

local area. 

 

5.2.2 Almost two thirds of residents agreed or strongly agreed that there is a need for new homes 

in Camden and a further 53% strongly agreed or agreed that the proposed site is suitable for 

new housing and employment space.  

 

5.2.3 When concerns were raised, they focused on the proposed height of the development, the 

perceived impact on daylight and effect on wildlife. The applicant considers these issues to 

be largely resolved as a result of consultation. There has been a reduction in storey height 

following the drop-in-sessions, and the applicant has worked hard to ensure the safe, 

temporary relocation of wildlife during the potential construction period.  
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5.2.4 Methods of Feedback 

 Paper feedback forms that residents were able to complete either in situ or at home. 

The forms were requested to be returned to Curtin&Co by Friday 20th November 2015 

using a FREEPOST envelope provided. 

 Feedback form hosted on iPads. 

 Feedback through the consultation website www.OneHousingBangorWharf.co.uk that 

went  ‘live’  on  the  first  day  of  the  Drop-in Centre. 

 

5.2.5 Publicising of the Drop-in Centres 

 

 Leaflets delivered to 4,500 residents in the local area advertising the Drop-in Centres 

and promoting the project website (please see Appendix B for a map of the delivery 

area).  

 Door knocking of residents living on Royal College Street and Georgiana Street, 

providing them with a brief overview of the  applicant’s proposals and personally inviting 

them to the Drop-in Centres. 

 Letter   posted   through   residents’   letter   boxes   on   Georgiana   Street   and   Royal   College  

Street  who  were  not  in  at  the  time  of  door  knocking,  informing  them  of  the  applicant’s  

efforts to contact them and inviting them to the Drop-in Centres. 

 Quarter-page advert placed in the Camden New Journal on 5th November 2015 (See 

appendix D) publicising the location and time of the Drop-in Centres with contact details 

for those unable to attend. 

 

5.3 ATTENDANCE  
 
5.3.1 Over the course of the two days, 41 residents attended the Drop-in Centres from across the 

local area. The number of attendees and the location of where they live is evidence that the 

Drop-in Centres were publicised throughout the Camden area, yet the low level of 

attendance suggests that residents were fairly unconcerned with the emerging proposals.  

 
 
 
 

 
 

http://www./
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LOCATION OF DROP-IN CENTRES ATTENDEES 
 

5.3.2 The map below detail the locations of all those who attended the Drop-in Centres and 

provided their address.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Approximate Site Location 
 
5.3.3 Upon arrival, attendees were asked to complete a sign-in sheet and also place an indicative 

marker on the point where they lived (see appendix H). This was in order to instantly gain a 

better understanding of the residents who attended and their geographical relationship to 

the site.  

 

5.3.4 The majority of those who attended lived adjacent to the site at Reachview Close and were 

concerned with how the proposed development may impact their property. It should also be 

noted that representatives of the management company for Reachview Close also attended 

the Drop-in Centre and had widely encouraged residents from the block to attend. 

 

5.3.5 One political representative, local Ward Councillor Roger Robinson, attended the Drop-in 

Centre on 12th November 2015. 
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5.3.6 Additionally, a resident who   is   a  member   of   the   Friends   of   Regent’s   Canal,   a  member   of  

London Waterways Commission and the Regents Network attended the Drop-in Centre and 

provided the applicant with further information on the history of the canal and suggested it 

be brought back into commercial use. The applicant took these comments on board and 

believes that the scheme makes best use of its canal setting, by opening up a central 

courtyard to the public and providing employment space as part of the plans.  

 
5.4 FEEDBACK  
 
5.4.1 In total, Curtin&Co received 19 pieces of feedback. Approximately half of the residents who 

attended the Drop-in Centres over the two days provided feedback to the project team in 

situ or posted the form to Curtin&Co by Friday 20th November 2015. 

 

5.4.2 Overall, the feedback received supported the need to redevelop the brownfield site for 

residential-led mixed-use development.  

 

5.4.3 Nevertheless, a number of residents expressed concern about:  

 

 The height of the proposed development; 

 The potential obstruction of views and daylight/sunlight of those living adjacent to the site; 

and 

 The  canal’s  ecology  and  the  impact  on  nesting  birds. 
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MAP DETAILING LOCATION OF THOSE WHO PROVIDED FEEDBACK 

 
 

- APPROXIMATE SITE LOCATION   
 
 
-  positive feedback  - supportive/neutral feedback  - negative feedback 

                  4 – 5 = positive                  2.5 – 3.9 = neutral                   0 – 2.4 = negative 
 
 

5.4.4 This map above shows the location of those who provided feedback on paper or via the 

website. Each individual answered 6 questions, rating their agreement with various positive 

statements about the proposals from 1 – 5, where 1 represented strong disagreement and 5 

strong agreement. These scores were then averaged for each respondent, to give an overall 

score,  which  was  then  given  a  “positive”,  “neutral”  or  “negative”  rating,  using  the  numerical  

ranges above. The locations of each respondent were then plotted on the map and their 

marker coloured to represent the type of feedback they gave.   

 

5.4.5 Despite a small number of residents providing feedback who do not live within close 

proximity   to   the   site’s   location,   majority of those who gave their comments drew from 

neighbouring streets.  
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5.4.6 Additionally, feedback was received from residents living in Reachview Close, further 

emphasising their involvement in the   applicant’s proposals. As the map also shows, the 

majority of negative feedback was received from residents living on Royal College Street. 

This provided the applicant with an opportunity to further speak to these residents and 

carefully  amend  the  scheme’s  design,  scale  and  massing. 

 

5.4.7 However, it should be noted that the feedback received is only the views of 19 residents. The 

applicant notified 4,500 residents in the local area of the consultation, meaning that these 

results should not be considered the overall view of the local community.  

  

 

5.5 The responses to the questions included within the feedback were as follows 

 

Question 1- There is a need for new homes in Camden. 

 

 
5.5.1 Overall, almost two-thirds (63%) of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that there is a 

need for new homes in Camden. A further 16% were neutral with only 21% disagreeing and 

strongly disagreeing with the statement.   

 

 

 

16% 5% 

16% 

21% 

42% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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Question 2- This brownfield site is suitable for new housing and employment space. 

 

 

5.5.2 In total, 53% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the proposed site location is 

suitable for new housing and employment space, with a further 16% neutral. Additionally, 

only 31% strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement. 

 
Question 3- The scheme is in keeping with the local area. 

 

 

5.5.3 When asked if the scheme is in keeping with the local area, 10% strongly agreed and agreed 

with this statement. Over a third of respondents (37%) were neutral. However, 53% either 

strongly disagreed or disagreed that the scheme is in keeping with the local area. The 

21% 

10% 

16% 
37% 

16% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

37% 

16% 

37% 

5% 
5% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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applicant was receptive to this feedback and subsequently reduced the storey height of the 

plans to alleviate this concern. 

 

Question 4- I welcome the employment space provided within the scheme. 

 

5.5.4 37% of respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with the employment space provided 

within the scheme. A large number (42%) were neutral to the statement with only 21% 

either strongly disagreeing or disagreeing with the statement. It is clear that the provision of 

commercial space is not a concern. 

 

Question 5- The design of the proposed development will visually improve the area. 

 

16% 5% 

42% 

11% 

26% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

63% 10% 

5% 

11% 
11% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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5.5.5 Overall 22% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the statement that the design of 

the proposed development will visually improve the area with a further 5% neutral. It should 

be noted that 73% of respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the 

statement. Despite the feedback drawing from only 19 respondents, it is clear from both 

written feedback and conversations at the Drop-in Centres that the design of the 

development, most notably the height, was a concern. The applicant took this feedback 

seriously and subsequently made the decision to reduce the storey height in line with the 

views of local residents.   

 
Question 6- I support the proposals. 

 

 

 5.5.6 Overall, 16% strongly agreed or agreed that they supported the applicant's proposals with a 

further 21% neutral. Nevertheless, 63% either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the 

statement.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

47% 

16% 

21% 

11% 5% 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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5.6 General comments about the proposals 

 

5.6.1 This was an open-ended section in which residents could raise any comments or 

considerations. There were a number of themes recognised in the general comments 

provided to Curtin&Co including the height of the proposals and the obstruction of existing 

residents’   views  and   sunlight/daylight. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the feedback 

received is only the views of 19 local residents. 

 

 

o “Thank you for taking the time to share the proposals with interested residents.” 
 

o “I  welcome  the  canal  side  space. New commercial space will help local pubs and traders. I am 
concerned that the provision for social or affordable housing will in fact have its benefits for 
long  term  residents  and  young  people.” 
 

o “I   regret   having   to   object   to   having   any   large   flats outside of our flats. Please let residents 
have  their  say.” 

 
o “Any  parking  – commercial/ private? On the west facing wall how high, what height are the 

first  row  of  windows.  Will  the  wall  have  a  space  between  the  wall  and  adjoining  gardens?” 
 
o “The  proposed building (7 storey) will block the sun (during the winter months) to the block of 

flats on the other side (Reachview Close). Especially ground and first floor. 5 storeys would be 
acceptable but not 7. We have not been consulted about these plans even though Reachview 
Close  residents  will  be  most  affected  by  this  proposal.”   

o “We  opened  up   the  canal  and  also   the  over  development  on  the  canal  means  more  people  
attracted to the canal side and more construction makes this place over developed and spoils 
the tranquillity  for  all  new  commuters  and  locals!  Any  comment  welcomed.” 
  

o “This  cheap  paper  is  going  to  make  it  hard  to  read  both  sides! 
 Seven storeys is way too high – out of scale! Even five is one too much for the area. 
 The general architecture is fine. 
 You seem to be ignoring rules about and advice about canal side development 

offered by Friends of Regents Canal, CRT,  London  Wildlife  Trust,  GLA.” 
 

o “Need  for  more  homes  in  Camden?  There  would  be  enough  housing  if  it  was  better  regulated.  
An unregulated free marking in housing is obviously going to lead to distortions in the mix of 
housing types, speculative investment, reduced social housing and lack of productive work 
spaces. 

 Visually improve the area? The seven storeys above the towpath level will have an 
adverse impact on this neighbourhood. The excellent and sensitive renovation of 
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the adjoining warehouse complex (146-150 Royal College Street) should not be 
compromised. The gap between the two housing blocks is welcome and is 
compatible with the articulation of  the  warehouse  complex  blocks.” 
 

o “The  scheme  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  local  area  and  it  will  not  visually  improve  the  area  as  
the apartment blocks are simply too high. Ice Wharf next to it is only three storeys. It will 
dwarf the Victoria houses on Royal College Street. It will shade the canal – people walk along 
there to enjoy the sunshine. It will disturb the nesting of birds and wildlife in that corner of the 
canal. 

 On a personal note, I will lose the view and the sunlight that made me buy my flat. 
It will greatly diminish my enjoyment of my own home. The site is not large enough 
for 50 flats, without destroying everything around it. It is insensitive to develop 
such  a  large  site  there  in  a  very  residential  area.” 
  

o “Your   plan   which   builds   workshops against our garden are if we are in a prison complex, 
moreover the roof top garden patios looking over us are disgusting – noise from the garden 
patios will be intolerable. 

 I am against the taller than existing building and strongly against the balcony 
looking  on  us  or  the  roof  top  gardens.” 

 
o “7  storeys   is  too  high  and  imposing  – Star Wharf opposite is not that high and is substantial 

enough. There are two storey terraces, and landmark pubs nearby, and Georgiana Street is a 
conservation area! Greater thought and consideration to wildlife would be good, given that 
yearly birds nest and raise young below this site – grass  area  which  is  safe.” 
 

o “Loss  of  sunlight  and  loss  of  privacy  and  also  the  extra  noise.” 
 
o “5   storeys   is acceptable but 7 is not. There are no other 7 storey buildings nearby. The 7 

storey part of this development will block the sun so that in the winter it will not reach my flat 
or   others   in   Reachview   Close.   If   it’s   so   important   for   the   canal   to   get   sunlight, surely it is 
important for Reachview residents. 

 We were not consulted or informed about this plan and, apart from the houses in 
Royal  College  Street,  we  of  Reachview  Close  are  the  most  adversely  affected.” 
  

o “The  height  should  not  be  such  as  to  block  out  light  from  existing  buildings  or  ‘loom’  over  the  
canal, creating a tunnel-like effect. There are many water birds on that stretch of canal and in 
particular  a  number  of  species  return  each  year  to  breed.  The  ‘island’  should  be  maintained  or  
recreated.” 
  

o “What  is  replacing  the  buildings  which  protects  the  security  and  privacy  of  our  homes  in  Royal  
College  Street?” 

 
o “Both blocks are too high. They dwarf the buildings along Royal College Street and the 

warehouse buildings along the canal. They are also significantly higher than the building 
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opposite on St Pancras Way. More interaction with the canal would be appreciated. Social 
housing and perhaps shared ownership is what is required in Camden - affordable is still out of 
the reach of most people. Work space needs to be suitable for small and medium business. 
More work needs to be done to look at the form of the building's. It is not clear if the amenity 
space at ground level is suitable for children. It is not clear that appropriate space has been 
provided for waste storage for this number of units.” 

 
o “This  development  is  significantly  too  high,  and  totally  out  of  proportion  to  other  buildings  on  

Royal  College  Street.  Most  buildings  of  RC’s  are  2-3 stories high, with none being higher than 4 
stories. 

 
 It will  tower  over  RC’s  houses  and  deprive  Reachview  close  of  both  light  and  view  

to the South, so the claim that you wish to minimise impact on existing 
neighbours is clearly not correct – it will make their environment hugely worse. 
Similarly it will clearly not improve the views along the canal is it will tunnel it in 
by  high  glass  walls.” 
 

o “The  proposals  are  not  in  keeping  with  the  Blue  Ribbon  policies  of  the  London  Plan.” 
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5.7 ANALYSIS OF FEEDBACK  
 

5.7.1 Overall, the feedback over the course of the two day Drop-in Centre was informative and 

constructive. By displaying the proposals to local residents, they have been made aware of 

the   applicant’s  plans and expressed positivity at the consultation process. Additionally, as 

the Drop-in Centres were held on site, those who attended were able to view the current 

buildings and understand its need for redevelopment. 

5.7.2 A large number of residents were interested in the height of the proposed development, 

especially the original plans for a seven storey building. The height of building was the main 

concern raised by local residents, especially by those living in Reachview Close who are 

worried about sunlight and daylight issues, especially during the winter months. It should be 

noted that those living in Reachview Close all voiced similar concerns as they had consulted 

with each other prior to attending the Drop-in Centres. The applicant feels that this area of 

concern has been addressed following design changes and the reduction in storey height.  

5.7.3 It appears that residents welcome the redevelopment of the site, given that it is brownfield 

and underutilised. They also expressed support for the provision of affordable housing and 

commercial space for local businesses. A number of attendees were also interested in 

purchasing a property should the proposals be approved. 
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5.8 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES  

5.8.1 When issues were raised throughout the consultation process the applicant aimed to ensure 

that all concerns were adequately addressed. These can be summarised in the table below. 

COMMENT/CONCERN RESPONSE   
Height – The most prominent issue raised by 

residents concerned the height of the proposed 

development. Many felt that seven storeys was 

too   high   and   would   impinge   on   residents’  

existing views.  

Prior to the applicant revising their scheme to 

reduce the storey height from seven to six, the 

applicant sought to ensure that the height of the 

development does not impact on existing 

residential properties.  

 

Along with the reduction in maximum storey 

height, the layout has been designed to maintain 

good levels of daylight to all windows on Royal 

College Street. Additionally, the rear of the 

development will step back at third and fourth 

levels, and will have no windows directly facing 

properties on Royal College Street. 

Canal Conservation – A number of residents also 

expressed concern about the impact a 

development   on   the   Regent’s   Canal in general 

and the effect it could have on existing wildlife 

and ecology that currently fronts the site.  

The applicant intends to sensitively relocate 

wildlife during construction. Furthermore, 

significant improvements will be made to the 

integrity of the canal wall. 
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6. APPENDICES  
6.1 APPENDIX A – LEAFLET PUBLICISING THE DROP-IN CENTRES  
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6.2 APPENDIX B – LEAFLET DELIVERY AREAS   
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6.3 APPENDIX C – BLANK FEEDBACK FORM    
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6.4 APPENDIX D – QUARTER-PAGE ADVERT IN THE CAMDEN NEW JOURNAL  
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6.5 APPENDIX E – INVITATION LETTER TO RESIDENTS    
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6.6 APPENDIX F – DROP-IN CENTRES INVITATION LETTER TO STAKEHOLDERS 
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6.7 APPENDIX G – DROP-IN CENTRE BOARDS 
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6.8 Appendix H – Map plotted by attendees during sign-in 
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6.9 APPENDIX I – MAP OF ATTENDEES  
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6.10 APPENDIX J – CONSULTATION WEBSITE  
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