David Fowler
Planning Team
L.B. of Camden
Town Hall, Judd Street
London, WC1H 9JE.

23 July 2020


RE: ABBEY ROAD PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PHASE 2: HEALTH & COMMUNITY CENTRES
Application No:	2020/2486/P

Dear David

This response to the above planning application is made on behalf of the EIGHT residents listed at the end of this document. Some of us live no more than 10m from the site of the Abbey Road Development Phase 2. We are deeply affected by the proposed development and wish to make a number of representations. 

The following abbreviations are used in this response:
	“RDT”
	“the Regeneration and Development team”

	“Zone 4A”
	The proposed site for the development – as referenced in the Design & Access Statement 




Firstly, we do recognise and support the need to provide modern heath care and community services for local residents. We have no desire to obstruct such changes. However, plans for the proposed buildings have been developed without regard to the disproportionate negative impact it will have on residences on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace. The proposal involves the insertion of a substantial non-residential building into an area that is 95% residential.

We also recognise that in the past few weeks, the lead on dealing with residents appears to have been taken by Simran Randhawa – he has been extremely helpful and this has marked a welcome change from the previous attitude of RDT.

However, while the RDT has undertaken a great deal of work, they have committed themselves to one option. All this was done before the residents on Belsize Road and Goldhurst terrace were consulted. RDT is now attempting to rush through this proposal to comply with the Ministry of Housing grant condition that the project must be delivered by March 2022.



1. SUMMARY OF ISSUES
We request that RDT undertake a fundamental re-think of this project. The key areas of concern are:

	Issue No.
	Description
	Summary of our case

	Issue 1 below
	Breach of the legal requirement for RDT to:
· Undertake consultation at a formative stage
· Undertake meaningful consultation: i.e. keep an open mind, and conscientiously take into account people’s representations.


	· Timing of consultation: RDT has repeatedly failed to consult at a formative stage with the residents on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace who are most heavily impacted by this application. 
· Openness of consultation: RDT’s leaflets clearly show that it failed to consult with an open mind and to take into account representations
· We request that any decision of planning permission be refused until RDT has undertaken proper consultation and an evaluation of all options.

	Issue 2 below
	Failure to undertake an impact analysis of this development on properties on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace. The destruction of a substantial amount of green space and mature trees

	· Virtually no work has been done to understand the impact on the residents and their properties and how this impact can be minimised.
· A private gated area will be turned into a publicly-accessible area.
· No reasonable authority would proceed in the absence of cogent and specific evidence relating to the impact on Belsize Road / GHT residents


	Issue 3 below
	The most appropriate location for this development
	· There has not been an options analysis in respect of the most appropriate site involving public consultation.
· The proposed location of this development is fundamentally flawed. The most appropriate area & least impactful location for this development is between the Snowman and Casterbridge buildings.
· RDT has failed to give sufficient reasons in advance for the proposed action, which make intelligent consideration and response impossible;



WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO OUR SUBMISSIONS THAT PLANNING PERMISSION SHOULD BE REFUSED FOR THE CURRENT APPLICATION, IF SUCH PERMISSION IS GRANTED, WE HAVE THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS:
	Issue 4 below
	Screening of residences on Belsize road and Goldhurst terrace from the development

	· The screening provided by the current trees should be replicated to screen the impact of the Health & Community Centre from Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace. 


	Issue 5 below
	Impact of building works on residents & their properties
	· The construction management plan is deficient and needs strengthening.
 

	Issue 6 below
	Noise from the buildings once usage commences
	· We have raised a number of concerns below.


	Issue 7 below
	Increased risk of flooding by building on this area



	· The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has failed to take into account the increased flood risk from this development when there is a burst Thames Water mains 






KEY RDT POINTS IN SUPPORT OF THIS APPLICATION
The RDT have raised some key points in support of this application. These assertions have then been simply recycled and reproduced by the RDT consultants in numerous supporting documents. Our response to these assertions is as follows:
	RDT’s assertion
	Our response

	“The current proposals for this site have been developed collaboratively between the applicant, the design team, key stakeholders and in continuous consultation with local residents.”
	· RDT has repeatedly failed to consult with the residents on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace who are most heavily impacted by this application. 


	“The existing amenity space around both Snowman and Casterbridge Houses is currently underused which the proposed development will rectify… a left over and under-used space… provide an area of quiet recreation.”
	· This statement cannot be substantiated and there is no evidence to support the assertion that the site being “under-used”. This demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of this area.
· This is the equivalent of stating that Regent’s Park is “under-used & requires development”.
· This area is very heavily used: between 50 – 100 people with family groups can frequently be seen using the green space.
· The existing play area should be improved rather than tearing this up and creating an entirely new area.


	“The proposals have been assessed against Local Plan Policy D2 (Heritage) and will not cause harm to the character or appearance of the adjacent Conservation Areas.”
	· Placing two substantial non-residential buildings so close to 19th century residences in Conservation Areas, is totally out of place in terms of structure, design, and purpose. It irrevocably and entirely changes the character & appearance of the Conservation Area. 


	“the amount of green space around the blocks has been increased by 620m2”
	· This is no substitute whatsoever and cannot replace what will be lost. The proposed green space will be an artificial green structure and it is unlikely that the new space will ever offer what the present space presently does.
· There is virtually no other substantial open, green space around this area for a radius of one mile or so. 
· The housing and building density is already very high in this area. 


	“The proposals will retain and enhance existing open spaces. Although there will be a proportion of the open space utilised for the new Health and Community Centre, the layout of the proposed development will be improved to create more efficient use of the space.”

	· Given the proposed size of the centre, how can open space be “enhanced”?


	A "key catalyst for bringing these proposals forward" is to comply with the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government grant condition which requires that the development is fully delivered by March 2022

	· We would like RDT to approach the MoHCLG and get an extension to this deadline so that the proposals can be properly thought through.





2. ISSUE 1: LACK OF ADEQUATE CONSULTATION/ LISTENING BY CAMDEN COUNCIL
There is a legal requirement for RDT to undertake genuine consultation with all parties affected by the Phase 2 proposals “at a formative stage” rather than at the end of a process. We believe that RDT are in significant breach of this requirement. 
This is a very substantial proposal which will have a significant impact on the residents adjoining the development. Accordingly, RDT, should have consulted and given sufficient information from the inception of the project to residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace before doggedly committing itself to one option. Had this been done, RDT and its advisers could have properly assessed all options and selected the least impactful option. In addition, changes could have been made to the proposed development to mitigate its impact.

(i) Exhibition of 3 March 2020
· We first learnt about this proposal when a leaflet from Camden Council was sent to us for an “exhibition” to be held on 3 March 2020 from 3 pm to 6.30 pm.
The leaflet stated: 
“Is there an opportunity to change the design before submitting to planning?
No, the design is finalized.”
This position (re location and design) is legally fundamentally flawed as it is inconsistent with the long-established legal duty to genuinely consult. 

· The timing of this exhibition (3 – 6.30 pm) underlines the limited consultation: most working people (like us) would have found it very difficult to make this session.
· My wife and I attended the exhibition. It became apparent that RDT, Wates and a number of their advisers had undertaken a significant amount of work on the Zone 4A option. Key decisions had been taken about the location and design of the project. None of this information had been shared with residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace.
· Overall, RDT were very keen on this scheme, not interested in listening to the points we were making and were quick to dismiss concerns raised. This attitude really concerned us

The law requires that RDT undertakes meaningful consultation: consultation is only meaningful if the authority keeps “an open mind”, and “conscientiously” takes into account people’s representations. Predetermination is unfair and unlawful. Consulting on the design of a building whilst simultaneously telling people that the design is “finalised” and there is no opportunity to change it seems (at best) an odd approach.

Had RDT undertaken proper consultation before committing itself to the present option, key factors to take into account would have been (i) the impact of this development on the residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace (ii) the best location, bearing in mind its impact.

SUMMARY: We submit that RDT is in significant breach of several well-established legal duties
(i) to consult fully with those most impacted by this scheme at a formative stage
(ii) to undertake meaningful consultation with an open mind, and conscientiously take into account people’s representations.  and 
(iii) to properly evaluate all options with an open mind. 

We request that any decision of planning permission to be refused until RDT has undertaken proper consultation and evaluation of all options.

3. ISSUE 2: FAILURE TO EVALUATE IMPACT OF BUILD ON PROPERTIES ON BELSIZE ROAD AND GOLDHURST TERRACE; DESTRUCTION OF A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF GREEN SPACE & MATURE TREES
As will be seen from the images below, these buildings will have a substantial impact on the residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace:
(i) The proposed site is in close proximity to two Conservation Areas: the South Hampstead Conservation Area to the North and East and to the Priory Road Conservation Area to the West
(ii) The proposed site (see Fig 1 below) is a large green space with numerous mature trees. It is peaceful, tranquil, well-maintained and provides a pleasant, relaxing space and play area for the numerous residents of the Snowman and Casterbridge buildings. It also supports a substantial amount of wildlife such birds, squirrels, foxes and other small insects and animals. Residents (on Belsize Road & Goldhurst Terrace) also enjoy the peace, calm and view of this area. 
(iii) Contrary to assertions made by RDT and its consultants, this space is very heavily used by residents of Snowman House and Casterbridge – no evidence has been produced to substantiate suggestions that it is “under-used” or “requires development”.
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Fig 1: Large green space which RDT is proposing for re-development

(iv) The area around the proposed site is 95% residential with houses and associated gardens on all sides.
(v) The properties and gardens on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace look directly out onto the green space for the proposed build: 
(vi) The properties are currently shielded by a number of tall trees: see Fig 2 below. The trees, in particular, provide a substantial relief from the two adjoining concrete tower blocks.
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Fig 2: Screening effect of current trees

(vii) This green space is as close as it comes to a park. It has a natural feel and flow to it, with the trees, the sloping land. For RDT and its advisors to describe this space as “under-utilised, left-over and requiring development” is the equivalent of describing our great parks such as Regent’s Park as “under-utilised” or “requiring development”.
(viii) Phase 2 is a very busy, substantial development comprising up to 2,500 sq m of community and health uses: two buildings with a non-residential use will be placed in this area. 
(ix) [bookmark: _Hlk46138959]The RDT’s architects drawings in Fig 3 below (http://camdocs.camden.gov.uk/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/8280806/file/document?inline)) speak for themselves about the impact:
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Fig 3: Illustration of impact of development on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace

(x) The Arboriculturalist’s report states that “the scheme results in the removal of a cluster of trees on the eastern side of the site which do provide collective amenity. In total 19 trees, 2 small groups and 1 hedge will be removed to facilitate construction.”
(xi) Whilst Camden states that “the amount of green space around the blocks has been increased by 620m2”, we suggest that this will in no way replace what will be lost. This will be an artificial green structure and it is unlikely that this new green space will ever grow to the maturity that the present space has.
(xii) There is virtually no other substantial green space around this area for a radius of one mile or so. The housing and building density is already very high in this area. This is an environmentally very destructive project. At a time, when most people are trying to avoid the destruction of green spaces, this planning application should be refused because of the loss of a substantial green space. 
(xiii) A private, gated area with restricted access should not be turned into an area accessible by all and sundry. This substantial change in use will bring issues we are familiar with in open spaces.
(xiv) RDT has commissioned more than 50 reports from a dozen consultancies. Yet no work has been done on:
· the impact of these buildings on the residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace 
· whether this impact is acceptable
· how this impact can be mitigated
· alternatives to building on 

Policy A2 (open space) of the Local Plan: states that Camden will “resist development which would be detrimental to the setting of designated open spaces; Trees”. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The law requires that RDT take into account all relevant considerations and to take those steps which are reasonable in order to inform themselves of relevant information (the “Tameside duty”). RDT has failed to do this - no reasonable authority would proceed in the absence of cogent and specific evidence relating to the impact on Belsize Road / GHT residents (those most directly affected).

SUMMARY: We submit that this development is a fundamental breach of current planning policy and administrative law. The planning application should be refused as the proposed development site will involve:
· The loss of a substantial, irreplaceable, valuable green space
· The loss of many very large, mature trees
· The insertion of a large, non-residential buildings into residential space which will have a disproportionate impact on the character, appearance and enjoyment of surrounding properties
· A breach of the requirement to have regard to critical considerations i.e.
· the impact of these buildings on the residents of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace 
· whether this impact is acceptable
· how this impact can be mitigated


4. ISSUE 3: THE MOST APPROPRIATE AREA FOR THE LOCATION OF THIS DEVELOPMENT
What is the most appropriate location for this development and where else can it be located?
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Fig 4: Original location between towers for the Health & Community Centres

At the exhibition on 3 March 2020, the main reasons given by the Wates and Camden Council representatives for NOT siting the development between the two towers (see Fig 4 above) were that:
REASON 1: This would block light for residents of the towers.
· This argument cannot be substantiated. As can be seen from the photos, there is a substantial gap between the ground level and the first set of flats 
REASON 2: Concern was expressed about the impact that building works would have on the towers.
· We were not given any further information about this point. The Wates representative seemed very vague about the evidence.
· Daily, we come across very substantial developments throughout central London where very deep foundations are laid. Measures are taken to ensure that any building works do not impact the foundations of neighbouring buildings. Surely, by using some thought and careful building techniques, this issue can be easily overcome?
OTHER REASONS: In contrast, the CBRE planning statement dated May 2020 (paragraph 4.11) states that the reasons for NOT siting the development between the two towers are: 
· “It was identified that the creche provided within the community centre will need to include sheltered, protected outdoor play space for the vulnerable children who will be cared for there, which was not achievable in the location set out in the 2015 application;
· Other site constraints including the location of the Garchey drainage system, the location of the telecommunications substation and the manhole on site meant that the 2015 scheme would be unviable and unable to be delivered.”

Indeed, the Design & Access Statement gave this option a green “tick”: see Fig 4A below:

[image: ]
Fig 4A: Design & Access Statement which indicates that building between the towers is feasible

The law requires that as part of consultation, sufficient reasons be given in advance for the proposed action, which make “intelligent consideration and response” possible: so far, we have had a mish-mash of reasons. We have asked RDT on three occasions in June & July 2020 to provide a reasoned analysis of the options re the best position for this development and why, for instance, this development cannot take place between the two towers. Despite repeated requests, no such analysis has been forthcoming.

We have not seen (i) any reasoned review or discussion of the options or (ii) detailed analysis of the difficulties or (iii) ways in which the difficulties could be overcome. 

SUMMARY: We submit that this planning application should be refused because the proposed location and the accompanying consultation process is fundamentally flawed.  RDT has failed to provide a reasoned analysis for the current location. The most appropriate area for siting this development is between the Snowman and Casterbridge buildings. The reason for this is that:
· This area is currently tarmacked – so no loss of green space.
· It is a substantial space large enough to accommodate the proposed development.
· It will not involve the destruction of a substantial amount of green space.
· The reasons given for NOT siting this development between the towers can be addressed with proper thought and design.
· The intrusive effect of the proposed development on surrounding existing residential properties will be significantly reduced.
· It will significantly reduce the structural impact to properties on Belsize Road with very shallow foundations

WITHOUT PREJUDICE TO OUR SUBMISSIONS THAT PLANNING PERMISSION SHOULD BE REFUSED FOR THE CURRENT APPLICATION, IF SUCH PERMISSION IS GRANTED, WE HAVE THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS:

5. ISSUE 4: SCREENING OF RESIDENCES ON BELSIZE ROAD AND GOLDHURST TERRACE FROM THE DEVELOPMENT
· As mentioned above, the impact of these two buildings will be extremely intrusive for residents on Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace.
· The trees on the boundary of the rear gardens of Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace provide an effective screening-off for the properties. Many of these trees are over 10m high.
· The planned removal of these trees will remove this screening and intrude on the privacy of the residents
· We request that, if planning permission is given for the project in its present location, it be made a condition that the Health Centre & Community Centre should be screened from Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace to a similar extent as the screening provided by the current trees 

6. ISSUE 5: IMPACT OF BUILDING WORKS ON RESIDENTS AND THEIR PROPERTIES
Phase 1: We already suffered impact from the Phase 1 works (which were located about 500 m away) caused by HGV vehicles, noise, high level of dust, large groups of builders coming and going.   
In addition, Wates installed four temporary Portakabin offices in this green space. When the associated tarmac was being removed in summer 2019, the drilling caused significant vibration and cracks to 170 and 168 Belsize Road. The Wates Building Manager had to be repeatedly contacted to stop these works.
To underline this point, on Thursday 7 May 2020, five or six builders from a company called “Concept” were doing some preliminary drilling and investigatory work. The noise and vibration just from this limited operation was significant and could be felt in the adjoining properties. 

Phase 2: The Phase 2 works are located about 5 – 10 m from our property and are likely to take, perhaps 12 - 18 months. Wates states that noisy activities will include “Sheet piling, Excavation and ground works, Installation of steel frame, Use of percussion tools”. These will have a significant impact on our lives, and based on past experience, be structurally detrimental to our buildings.

The construction management plan submitted by Wates is deficient in the following respects:
· Wates states that “Due to the nature of construction works, it is inevitable that a temporary increase in noise and vibration will be experienced. It is anticipated that there will be noise and vibration level implications for nearby properties but should generally be of expected typical construction levels.” What steps will be taken to ensure that the foundations of the buildings on Belsize road (which date to 1850) and have very shallow foundations will not be irreversibly damaged?
· Why has the neighbourhood consultation process, as required by Camden, not taken place prior to the submission of the CMP?
· Wates mentions that “Monaflex sheeting” will be used on the perimeter scaffolds to contain dust. This should be high enough to stop the egression of any dust from the site.
· No noise survey seems to have been carried out.

7. ISSUE 6: NOISE FROM THE BUILDINGS ONCE USAGE COMMENCES
We note that three members of the public have submitted responses around noise. We support the points raised in this response. The rear façade of 170 Belsize Road is approximately 30m from the roof plant location and 5m from the MVHR closest duct termination. To avoid repetition, I summarise our concerns as follows:
· An up-to-date real-time noise survey should be undertaken using realistic points where residents live, rather than on theoretical points.
· The report is not clear on whether the Community Centre will be used for activities/events in the evenings/weekends and if so what criteria will be applied to mitigate any noise on the amenity of neighbouring residential properties in Belsize Road and Goldhurst Terrace.
· Reasonable restrictions should be imposed on the number of people able to use the terrace and the hours over which the terrace can be used.
· Reasonable restrictions should be imposed on the playing of amplified music from the Community Centre particularly late into the evening.
· How will noise from the plant machinery be measured and controlled?

8. [bookmark: _Hlk40367669]ISSUE 7: INCREASED RISK OF FLOODING BY BUILDING ON THIS AREA
The CBRE Health Assessment Report states that the development is “located within Flood Zone 1 and the LBC’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) identifies the site as being within a Critical Drainage Area and a Local Flood Risk Zone.”

Policy CC3 Water and Flooding “the Council will seek to ensure that development does not increase flood risk and reduced flood risk where possible.” 

“Development Plans should use the Mayor’s Regional Flood Risk Appraisal and their Strategic Flood Risk Assessment as well as Surface Water Management Plan, where necessary, to identify areas where particular flood risk issues exist and develop actions and policy approaches aimed at reducing these risks.”

Camden Planning Guidance – Water and Flooding – March 2019 “a) All developments must not increase the risk of flooding”.

The reason we raise this is that the mains Thames Water cast iron pipe on Belsize Road burst on two occasions: 
· 23 August 2016
· 12 July 2018

The force of the burst caused very significant flooding on Belsize Road as well as damage to the road itself (see Fig 5 below). Due to the already heavy traffic on Belsize Road and the substantial amount of cast iron pipe, there is a real risk of burst mains and regular flooding. We have had extensive contact with  Gordon Hamilton (Gordon.Hamilton@camden.gov.uk) and Dee Cole (Dee.Cole@camden.gov.uk) at Camden: we invite the Camden Planning department to engage with Gordon to fully understand the risk here.

On each occasion, the basement of 170 Belsize Road was flooded. We saw water pouring from the Council-owned land through the external wall of 170 Belsize Road into the basement area. This was caused by the Council area adjacent to 170 Belsize Road being tarmacked and at a significantly higher level than the surrounding areas. Had this area not been tarmacked, we are sure that water would not have been pouring through the external wall into the basement area of 170 Belsize Road.
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Fig 5: extensive flooding & damage caused by burst Thames main: 23 August 2016

The junction of Abbey Road and Belsize Road (near the Lily Langtry pub) has also experienced a number of main bursts on a smaller scale.

Given past experience, and that Phase 2 involves substantial hard landscaping, we believe that, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), this development will:
· increase flood risk to basement areas/flats; and
· detrimentally affect residents on Belsize Road

(i) What investigations/ impact assessment has RDT made to understand the risk of future flooding to properties on Belsize Road?
(ii) How will the Phase 2 building design cater for this increased risk of flooding? 
(iii) A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Sustainable Drainage Systems Strategy (SuDS) has been prepared by Stantec. This is very deficient in that it fails to consider the risk from a key source of flooding in the past four years i.e. the bursting of cast iron Thames Water mains on Belsize Road and Abbey Road. This strategy should be updated to include the risk from burst Thames water mains.
(iv) This is not my area of expertise but simple strategies include:
(a) no impermeable materials to be laid near the boundary with 170 Belsize Road/ near the secondary staff access staircase 
(b) the level of the proposed development should be on the same level or lower than 170 Belsize Road ground level.

We would also like to make oral submissions to the planning committee/ hearing in respect of the above points.

Yours faithfully
 
	Mr. Yousef Bassa
	168 Belsize Road, NW6 4BJ
	23 July 2020

	Ms. Anjana Bahl
	168 Belsize Road, NW6 4BJ
	23 July 2020

	Mr. Sarit Shah
	170 Belsize Road, NW6 4BJ
	23 July 2020

	Mrs. Deepa Shah
	170 Belsize Road, NW6 4BJ
	23 July 2020

	Mr. Kenny Murray
	243 Goldhurst Terrace, NW6 3EP
	23 July 2020

	Mrs. Carole Murray
	243 Goldhurst Terrace, NW6 3EP
	23 July 2020

	Ms. Sakhee Sukhwani-Joisher
	241 Goldhurst Terrace, NW6 3EP
	23 July 2020

	Mr. Roshan Sukhwani
	241 Goldhurst Terrace, NW6 3EP
	23 July 2020



Page 13 of 13

image4.jpeg




image5.jpeg




image6.jpeg




image7.jpeg




image8.jpeg




image9.jpeg
L&

|

Hogased communly andheah cente





image10.jpeg




image11.jpeg
1
|





image12.jpeg




image13.jpeg




image14.jpeg




image15.jpeg




image16.jpeg
ZONE 4

ZONE 3

ZONE 1





image17.jpeg




image18.jpeg




image19.jpeg




image20.jpeg




image1.jpeg




image2.jpeg




image3.jpeg




