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FOREWORD  
Calthorpe Community Garden (hereafter: Calthorpe) is a vibrant community hub, full 
of activity, with a wide range of different of people, from all walks of life. While there 
are random visitors throughout the year, most people come to Calthorpe rather 
frequently, at least 2 or 3 times every week, some of them have continued their 
engagement for decades and over generations, and more importantly, many of them 
see Calthorpe as ‘their home’.  

Calthorpe is definitely a real home and extended family of my own in London. I have 
engaged with Calthorpe ever since I moved from my hometown, Taipei, Taiwan, to 
study my doctoral degree at University College London (UCL). I still have a vivid 
memory of my first encounter of this hidden garden in a deep winter in 2008. The 
warmth and friendliness inside was such a stark contrast to the coldness and 
miserable feeling outside. Over a decade on, I have had multiple connections with 
and roles in the Calthorpe, including being a local resident, a volunteer, a university 
researcher and educator, a community organiser, activist and campaigner, an urban 
policy advocate, a trustee and a co-chair at the Calthorpe.  

Community engagement has always been an essential and integral part in my 
academic endeavour. I have been interested in community centred approaches to 
urban development, with a focus on food, and health. It is my commitment to 
champion the energy, creativity, dynamism, knowledge and experiences within 
communities through an integration of research, education and policy engagement 
and to stimulate a positive change in the way that community is acknowledged, 
valued and supported. It is absolutely crucial that communities are able to 
continuously make contribution to improve human and environmental health and 
wellbeing in neighbourhoods, and at borough and city level.  
I am both proud of and grateful for the long-standing friendship with Dr. Gemma 
Moore and Richard Lee, who have not only been our keen supporters right from the 
outset when Calthorpe was informed of the UCL new development scheme, a new 
Centre of Excellence for Dementia and Neurology Research next door, but have 
helped us (staff members and trustees at Calthorpe) shape and reshape this 
pioneering and collaborative work on community impact assessment incorporating 
two distinctive yet interconnected impact assessments: an health impact assessment 
(HIA) and social impact assessment (SIA).  
Gemma is a Senior Teaching Fellow and the leader of MSc module, “Health and 
Wellbeing in Cities: Theory and Practice” at UCL’s Bartlett Institute of Environmental 
Design and Engineering, who has played an important role advancing innovative and 
collaborative research and education underlined by university public engagement 
approach for societal impacts. Richard is the coordinator of Just Space, a network of 
community groups formed in 2007 to act as a voice for Londoners at grass-roots 
level during the formulation of the London Plan, with an aim to resist top-down 
development and to start from a concern about the actual impact on ordinary people, 
including those under-represented or completely excluded in the planning of the city. 

Any pioneering and collaborative work is challenging yet also revealing. One 
example is the question of the community, whose definition and scope is simple on 
the surface but complicated in reality. Through our ongoing enquiring, deliberation 
and critical reflection, we came to a consensus that Calthorpe should be the 
community, the core of our community impact assessment. Calthorpe can only be 
credible if it cares about community concerns, interests and needs. This impact 
assessment, along with other work by a team of professional consultants sponsored 
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by UCL, can be seen to manifest our best efforts to protect, improve, strengthen and 
sustain our previous community assets and resources, not only for Calthorpe as a 
community organisation in itself, but also for Calthorpe as a community hub where 
many diverse communities come together and flourish.  
This modest piece of work is a learning journey for all of us, with a spirit of 
experiment. The work includes a mix of methods such as desk-top research, online 
survey, mapping, participatory observation, interviews, and focus groups. The report 
focuses mainly on the human scale associated with health, social and equality 
impacts. Unlike most impact assessments in the official planning system that tend to 
be professional and technical, this report conveys and present a human scale with 
the authentic voices of people on the ground, in particular voices less heard, and 
voices from those more vulnerable and marginalised populations.  
The Community Impact Assessment highlighted serious social impact upon 
Calthorpe, of which the greatest concerns were concentrated mainly in the Pre-
Construction (evolution of design and layout of UCL New Centre of Excellence) and 
Construction phase; it also highlighted potential opportunities for Calthorpe in the 
future. In part this work was only possible because of UCL’s funding for our 
consultants, thereby enabling access to the thinking and planning of construction 
management far earlier in the development process than would normally be the 
case. It also highlights potential opportunities for Calthorpe for future generations to 
come. While the potential advantage of such collaboration and partnership between 
Calthorpe and UCL has not been fully realised, this work does provide a starting 
point for Good Practice in comparable situations both at present and in the future.  
I would like to end this foreword on a personal note. During a short break of writing 
this foreword at Calthorpe Garden Café, I took time to talk to my parents in Taiwan 
over Skype. I have kept them well updated about all our engagement and 
conversations between Calthorpe and UCL. My 91-year-old father is a life-long 
progressive community member as well as a passionate university professor who 
still enjoys teaching, research and writing books. Learning from him, I would like to 
make Calthorpe a better ‘home’ where more people’s lives are happier and healthier, 
as much as Calthorpe has done for me. He smiles at me, happily. My mother, the 
most caring person I’ve known, says, “don’t forget to have enough sleep…when life 
is difficult or unpleasant, be patient, calm and kind to yourself and others.”  

 

Dr. Marina Chang 

Co-Chair, Calthorpe Community Garden 
Assistant Professor, Centre for Agroecology, Water and Resilience, Coventry 
University  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report represents a collective process by Just Space and Dr Gemma Moore and 
some of her MSc students at UCL into the community impact assessment (CIA) and 
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) in the light of the proposed refurbishment and 
redevelopment of 256 Gray’s Inn Road (Eastman Dental Hospital site) to deliver a 
new world-leading dementia and neurology research centre, as well as additional 
academic floorspace for UCL. The impact and implication for the Calthorpe 
Community Garden, which is located next door to the proposed development, formed 
the purpose for the community impact assessment. 
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The Calthorpe Community Garden (hereafter Calthorpe) is situated within the 
London Borough of Camden, on the Gray’s Inn Road, within the Kings Cross ward. It 
is also part of the lower super output area recognised for planning and policy 
purposes by Camden Council as the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood Area. The 
Calthorpe shares a common boundary wall with the Eastman Dental Hospital, an 
aspect of the development which will encroach directly onto the business of the 
Calthorpe. A radius of 0.5miles developed by the UCL MSc students as part of the 
Health Impact Assessment process was used as a guide to help frame the 
engagement process. This provides us with a useful starting point in terms of 
determining scope for engagement.  
Three overlapping processes marked the approach: an on-line survey of users, staff 
and residents, structured depth interviews and group-based sessions as follows: 

• On-line survey questionnaire (32 respondents) 
• Interviews (including local businesses, 23 respondents) 
• Group based sessions (8) 

Taken as a whole, the general themes and thrust coming out of the voices of those 
we have engaged (including the HIA process), fell into two perspectives of concerns 
and within each perspective, views are either negatively expressed or positively 
expressed:  
 

1) Pre-construction and construction phase considerations; and 
2) Post-construction (or permanent) phase of the development. 

 
It was evident that when people spoke, they spoke with passion and deep sense of 
‘family’ in belonging to the Garden. On the whole, they wanted the Garden to remain 
open even during the inevitable noise, disruption and poor air quality of demolition / 
construction works next door. This is a dilemma for both Calthorpe to reflect on, and 
the developers and Local Authority to mitigate / help resolve in as positive and 
imaginative a fashion as possible.  
 
The voices coming through spoke well of the value and meaning of the Calthorpe to 
the users, volunteers and local residents.  Future aspirations focused on 
opportunities, which some saw as perhaps sustainable possibilities for the Calthorpe 
which they recognised as being something the organisation will need to seriously 
consider. One respondent went as far as to proffer suggestions as to where/how they 
could perhaps increase revenue while another hinted at building on the roof of the 
current building to create a ‘rooftop’ garden space. All this demonstrates that though, 
in the face of the possible upheavals that the development is likely to engender, 
people were optimistic and could see some opportunities to arise. Indeed, should the 
development go ahead - and Calthorpe survive the very serious social impact 
incurred during the construction phase - Calthorpe would not only add value to the 
new Dementia Research Institute, but also to markedly improve its offer to the local 
community.      

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that the Calthorpe Community Garden 
offers something that is highly valued and cherished. Its intergenerational, inclusive 
and diverse community focused approach marks it out as a place where people are 
inspired to go. From the voices we have heard, it is the wishes of those who 
engaged in the process that the Calthorpe Community Garden should be protected 
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and supported to continue operating during and in the aftermath of the development. 
This will require a range of decisions and actions by current partners as well as 
potential ones, of which the local authority and the UCL would be key. 
We recommend therefore that: 
Pre and construction phase: 
For the developers:  

• Objections have been raised about the health and the design features and 
flaws within the development plan (especially concerns with regards to 
overlooking into the garden and how uncomfortable that could be for various 
users) and so the developers should give serious consideration to a design 
solution that will best address these concerns.  

• The developers to provide evidence that it is possible to mitigate the 
disruption from dust, noise, and vibration so that users can continue their 
enjoyment of the garden as a place of peace and tranquillity.  The adverse 
health impact and level of disruption during construction could blight the 
Garden and put it back decades, especially as it has taken many years to 
build the type of provision that many have come to call 'home'. 

For the Trustees/staff: 

• The Trustees/staff give serious thought to how best to maintain features of the 
garden and its programme of activities, the cafe and the indoor meeting space 
throughout the construction phase of the development. This may necessitate 
closing certain areas and/or entering into alternative and collaborative 
arrangements with providers in the area, some of which we were able to 
identify (see Appendix 2). 

• The Trustees/staff should ensure a programme of continuing communication 
takes place with internal and external stakeholders on the development 
implications as it affects users of the Calthorpe Community Garden, especially 
if decisions will affect opening and closure of all or parts of the service or 
alternative arrangements being put in place.  

 
For Camden Council: 

• The Local Authority needs to consider proper compensation by way of rent 
reductions for Calthorpe Community Garden, including a rent-free period 
during the peak of construction.  The Local Authority could also use its powers 
to provide Calthorpe Community Garden with meanwhile use spaces at 
peppercorn rent. 

Post construction phase: 
For the developers: 

• The developers need to provide a better offer to the local community.  
Synergy and collaborative work between the dementia research centre 
and Calthorpe Community Garden will clearly add value to the 
development. 

For Trustees/staff: 

• The Trustees/staff to review its current business plan to reflect new 
possibilities and opportunities that may arise as a result of the 
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development and which could be realised through the s106 agreement and 
other funding opportunities 

• Trustees/staff to consider options to enlarge the footprint of the current 
building   to meet an appetite amongst users for an improved provision 
leading to the longer-term sustainability of the Garden. Some voices 
suggested to explore the idea of building a real rooftop garden facility, 
where new programmes and services can be developed, others the 
reshaping and reconfiguration of the current layout of the garden.  
Considerations of this kind inevitably, imply modifications and/or 
enlargement of the building itself and will require planning permission.  

For Camden Council: 

• Local Authority support for an increased footprint for Calthorpe Community 
Garden – and extended services post construction –would help 
compensate the community for the loss of services during construction. 

• As a significant addition to the ‘knowledge quarter’, the Local Authority 
could play an enabling role in brokering a relationship between the 
University and the Calthorpe Living Lab, given its community-centred 
closed-loop ‘experimentations’ with recycling organic waste from the cafe 
through its small-scale anaerobic digester system.  

• In view of the Garden’s uniqueness and clear evidence of impact on the 
lives of local residents, the local authority (Camden Council) should 
seriously consider how best they could support the longer term 
sustainability of the project and its programmes in the aftermath of the 
development, should it go ahead. 

INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT  
This report is set against the proposed refurbishment and redevelopment of 256 Gray’s Inn 
Road to deliver a new world-leading dementia and neurology research centre, as well as 
additional academic floorspace for UCL. The impact and implication for the Calthorpe 
Community Garden, which is located next door to the proposed development, forms the 
basis for this social impact assessment. 
 
To help better understand the impact and implications to the Calthorpe and immediate 
neighbourhood, Just Space was commissioned to lead a team to undertake a Community-
led Impact Assessment (CIA) with an emphasis on Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and 
Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) and extended to include elements of social impact 
arising from the proposed development. This would be from bottom up or grassroots 
perspective. 
 
The Health Impact Assessment (HIA) was led by Dr Gemma Moore and Colleagues from the 
UCL Institute of Environmental Design and Engineering’s MSc module titled “Health and 
Wellbeing in Cities: Theory and Practice”1.  In that report, the authors highlighted that the 
produced HIA placed a “...disproportionate emphasis on the function of the building, rather 
than the impact of development” and later in the report questions the extent to which 
communities have been considered: “…What populations will be affected? How will specific 
communities be affected by the development? It is surprising that the HIA hasn’t consider 
the impacts to specific population groups (young, elderly, specific ethnic groups) especially 
considering that the local area is diverse. The affected populations need to be explicitly 
identified”2.  
 

                                                
1 See report: Dr Gemma Moore, Sam Davies, Ruth Hynes and Ankita Dwivedi, 256 Grays Inn Road 
HIA: Review and Response; 27 June 2019. For a summary of the rationale, context and methodology 
involved, please see Appendix 4 
2 op cit, page 4 
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The ‘community impact assessment’, in some ways, sought to better understand from the 
community’s perspective some of the likely impact of the development at the community 
level; what Dr Moore and her colleagues refer to as  layers 3 and 4 of what they saw as a 
four layer HIA impact consideration: 
 

Layer 1: International impacts;  
Layer 2: National impacts;  
Layer 3: Neighbourhood impacts;  
Layer 4: User impacts.  

 
They argue that the HIA placed greater emphasis on layers 1 and 2 and very little at layers 3 
and 4. The community  impact assessment, through its bottom up approach and direct 
engagement with practitioners, users and ‘stake-holders, sought to place community 
knowledge at the centre of the process (i.e. at the neighbourhood level). Where possible we 
have incorporated some aspects of the work undertaken by the students on the MSc course 
who helped with the HIA.  
 
The community impact assessment sought to achieve four identified outcomes3: 

• Outcome 1: Background research and analysis.  
• Outcome 2: Community-led Impact Assessment. 
• Outcome 3: Report findings.  
• Outcome 4: Future proofing of the development.  

 
An interim and initial ‘Briefing Paper’ was presented early in the process to help gauge views 
on the direction of travel and to help shape the engagement process (i.e. Outcome 1). This 
provided an update at that stage of the process against which the delivery of Outcomes 2 
and 3 would be considered. More importantly, it allowed the commissioners to guide the next 
phase based on key questions triggered by discussions about the state of play and some 
definitional considerations that will need to be addressed in order to identify those more likely 
to be in scope to the reach of the impact assessments: health, equality and 
social/community. This reflects Just Spaces’ co-production approach as indicated at Fig 1 
below. 

Fig 1: DIY How to guide for SIA: the approach 

                                                
3 See Appendix 1 for breakdown of the key deliverables and approaches as proposed. 
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Source: https://justspacelondon.files.wordpress.com/2019/03/social-impact-
assessment-diy-how-to-guide.pdf 
 
 

This report represents the collective process arising from phases 1 through 4 of the DIY 
Guide, with a view to inform phase 5 discussions on shaping the final report.  
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PHASE 1 APPROACH AND BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
 
WHAT IS A COMMUNITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT? 

Depending on the starting point and the language of the day, for 
some, Community Impact Assessments (CIA) is an extension of 
the Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA), while for others, it is 
referred to as ‘Social Impact Assessments (SIA). The distinction 
between the use of one in contrast to the other is often paper-
thin and often is a matter of choice and what people feel most 

comfortable with. While the development and refinement of SIAs has its roots in the 
physical and environmental sector, the underpinning principles of investigation has 
lent itself to the analysis of how policies and social development programmes impact 
on communities, hence the reference to ‘community’, which is often a smaller frame 
of reference to the social, which often refers to a much wider implication beyond an 
immediate (or proposed) development.  For example: 

• Swale Borough Council, for example, defines ‘Community Impact 
Assessments (CIA)’ as involving the assessment of the likely or actual effects 
of policies or services on people in respect of disability, gender and racial 
equality4;   

• The Crown Prosecution Services (CPS) uses ‘community impact statements’ 
for adults and young people through a framework that included the courts and 
the key Criminal Justice authorities5; 

• York County Council6 uses ‘Community Impact Assessments’ (CIA) to ensure 
the local authority’s policies, strategies, projects and services do not 
discriminate against anyone on the basis of the nine protected characteristics 
contained within the Equalities Act (2010). They go one further, to explain that 
for them, those with protected characteristics are known as 'communities of 
identity' which also include carers of older and disabled people. 

• The International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) defines SIA as 
referring to the analysis, ‘monitoring and management of the social 
consequences of development7’, which includes the “processes of analysing, 
monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, 
both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programmes, 
plans and projects) and any social change processes invoked by those 
interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and 
equitable biophysical and human environment.”[page 6] 

• The Social Impact Assessment in London Planning8 (September 2018), 
produced by UCL’s MSc Urban Development Planning Practice Module in 
collaboration with Just Space, makes the point that for social impact 
assessment to support the transformation processes (in the case of London’s 

                                                
4 Community Impact Assessments (CIAs): An easy guide for staff who need to complete a Community 
Impact Assessment (CIA), Policy and Performance Team, Swale Borough Council, Kent; November 
2010 
5 https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/community-impact-statements-adult 
6 https://www.york.gov.uk/info/20148/equality_and_diversity/994/community_impact_assessments 
7 Vanclay, F., International Principles for Social Impact Assessment, Impact Assessment and Project 
Appraisal, volume 21, number 1, March 2003, pages 5–11, Beech Tree Publishing, 10 Watford Close, 
Guildford, Surrey GU1 2EP, UK 
8 Barbara Lipietz, Tim Wickson, Ilianca Diaconescu and Richard Lee (Editors), The Social Impact 
Assessment in London Planning; The Bartlett Development Planning Unit, September 2018 
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Planning policies and processes), it is “…important to underline key principles 
guiding the development of SIAs”.[page 21] 

Our approach has been to consider the impact and implications of the proposed UCL 
Eastman Dental Hospital development process as relating to both the localised 
‘communities of interest’ (or ‘identity’ as in the case of York County Council’s 
definition) as well as the wider social environment where the development could 
have a significant (or not) impact. That is, to consider the Calthorpe as a physical asset 
within a neighbourhood context potentially impacted upon by the proposed development.  
Against this backdrop our approach follows very closely the principles outlined in the 
UCL-Just Space MSc Practice Module Report (2018) and, specifically, focused on 
the following key questions, some of which Dr Moore et al, had alluded to in their HIA 
response analysis. Our approach looked at: 

• Whether changes envisaged in the proposed planning application (and 
consultations on the development) are likely to have a positive or negative 
impact on the people served by the Calthorpe Community Garden; 

• Ensuring the widest possible constituencies have been engaged, recognising 
that despite the best intentions, there will inevitably be some that we may not 
reach. However, by ensuring our process are inclusive and participatory, to 
engage as many who want to participate within a time frame governed by the 
planning process, ensured that no one is intentionally excluded because of 
specific circumstances.  

• Supporting alternative options to reduce or remove negative impact, by 
making recommendations as to how the Calthorpe might ameliorate any 
negative (and potentially organisational disadvantages) outcome in the short 
term (temporary timescale/pre and construction phase) or longer term 
(permanent/post-construction phase); 

THE COMMUNITIES OF IDENTITY 

To understand the communities likely to be impacted upon, we must first understand 
where the Calthorpe sits in relation to its physical location, the area within which it is 
sited, those who use it, those who believe they have an interest in it and those who 
know of its existence - and in some instances, not regular users. Included within this 
frame of reference we also recognised those local businesses within the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed development.   
Where is the Calthorpe physically located? 
The Calthorpe Community Garden (hereafter Calthorpe) is located within the London 
Borough of Camden, on the Grays Inn Road, within the Kings Cross ward. It is also 
part of the lower super output area recognised for planning and policy purposes by 
the Council as the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood Area9. The Calthorpe shares a 

                                                
9 Neighbourhood Areas are composites of areas that crosses political ward boundaries and are 
smaller than the wards. They do not conform to administrative boundaries or electoral wards, instead 
are based on the principles of ‘localism’ in terms of how residents identify with particular areas. 
Profiles are constructed on these boundaries to show comprehensive, verifiable and up-to-date 
statistics from a variety of sources about the characteristics of communities, assets and strengths, 
challenges and needs in each neighbourhood. They are designed to help the Council, other statutory 
partners and voluntary and community sector (VCS) agencies better understand what is being 
delivered in small areas and the resources that already exist in each area as well as supporting them 
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common boundary wall with the Eastman Dental Hospital, an aspect of the 
development which will encroach directly onto the business of the Calthorpe. Figure 
2 provides a useful topographical image of the juxtaposition of the proposed 
development site with the Calthorpe Community Garden while Fig 3, offers a 3D 
perspective produced by WSP|Indigo, the UCL developers.10  Together they provide 
a sense of the location of the Garden in respect of the proposed development and 
therefore the starting point in determining the scope, range and depth of the social 
impact engagement.   
In the words of one student, the scope (or ‘zones’) of the radius provided the context 
within which their assessment was conducted: “…As neighbourhood social cohesion 
is the outcome of interest, the primary population of interest was residents of the 
immediate physical neighbourhood, although data was collected from other relevant 
populations in order to obtain a representative HIA. Areas of primary and secondary 
impact on local residents [was] determined …to be the immediate physical 
neighbourhood, the 0.5 metres area surrounding the site.” (Dotsikas, 2019).  
 

 

 

 
Figure 2: Site plan showing the Calthorpe Community Garden (yellow) set against the 
proposed development boundaries (Source: Health Impact Assessment, WSP|Indigo, 
May 2019) 

                                                                                                                                                  
to identify any gaps. See neighbourhood area profile data-set below alongside that of the Kings Cross 
ward (Figures 8). 
10 UCL Consultation Publication, February 2019 
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Fig 3: 3D impression of the Dementia Research Institute view from Gray’s Inn Road 
(Source: UCL February 2019 Consultation document). 
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The Calthorpe Community Garden: purpose and programme 
The Calthorpe Community Garden and centre exists to improve the physical and 
emotional well-being of those who live, work or study in Camden and surrounding 
areas. This is achieved through three core objectives with activities and services 
designed to achieve them: 

1. Managing sustainable green space and community facilities – providing a 
better local environment for all 

2. Developing people and their skills – delivering services that improve the 
life chances of local residents 

3. Creating better social conditions – provide opportunities for people to meet 
and take care of each other and the environment 

The services and activities provided include: 

• A horticultural volunteering and training programme for people with 
learning disabilities and mental health issues; 

• Sustainable food growing incorporating a closed loop food cycle, 
vegetarian cafe and waste recycling facility; 

• Supervised activities for children aged 0-14 and their families; 
• Sports development including coaching and training for young people; 
• Community classes and activities delivered directly or with partner 

organisations. 
 
SPHERES OF IMPACT 
From our approach it is possible to discern what we would like to term ‘first order 
and second order spheres of impact’.  
 
The CCG annually conduct a ‘User Survey’ which seeks to gauge user feedback on 
the facilities and programme offered by the CCG. They provide the Garden with a 
good sense of regular users feel and their experiences. These individuals represent 
an element of those we deem falling under ‘first order spheres of impact’ community. 
The below outturns and quote from one of the participants perhaps sums up what the 
Calthorpe means to those who uses the centre:   
“I have grown up living next to the Calthorpe so have quite a home away from home 
feeling about it. I used to play there when I was younger, I used to volunteer and 
then work there. I have celebrated many birthdays and my cousin’s wedding party 
there and more importantly I have lovely friendships with the people who work there. 
You can’t help but enjoy their company.” 
[http://calthorpeproject.org.uk/2018/10/09/3063/]     
From the survey completed by 100 participants, as Figs 4 to 6 shows, the 
overwhelming reasons why people attend the Calthorpe is to use the ‘garden’ (55) 
and the ‘café’ (45). Coupled with this, over 70 respondents indicated that they attend 
the garden regularly (most days and once a week combined) and that more people 
heard of the facility or were aware of the facility because they lived locally 
(residents). Together these indicative findings suggest that those who live locally, 
frequent and regular participants are primary beneficiaries to what is happening 
within the area and who are likely to be directly impacted on by the development as 
proposed.    
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Fig 4: Participant’s reasons for attending the Calthorpe (2018 User Survey, The 
Calthorpe Community Garden) 

 
Fig 5: Frequency of attendance of participants to the Calthorpe Community Garden 
(2018 User Survey, The Calthorpe Community Garden) 
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Fig 6: How participants to the Calthorpe Community Garden found out about the 
provision (2018 User Survey, The Calthorpe Community Garden) 

SECONDARY SPHERES OF IMPACT 
The Calthorpe is a member of the Mount Pleasant Neighbourhood Association 
(MPNA) and Forum, which represents local views on the development of the area in 
and around the former Royal Mail Group’s Mount Pleasant Sorting Office. The 
boundary of the MPNA crosses a number of council wards as well as 
‘Neighbourhood Areas’. The MPNA boundaries were established after consultations 
with local tenant and resident groups and interest groups/organisations within the 
area as well as with local organisations in the locality. In particular, the northern 
border along Frederick Street was agreed between the Kings Cross Neighbourhood 
Forum and Mount Pleasant Association. The Mount Pleasant Neighbourhood 
Association, therefore, has been identified as one of the wider community of interests 
and so their perspective within this CIA has been sought. 
The CCG is a member of the MPNA and as a result, Calthorpe’s users’ views are 
represented in the planning priorities being developed by the MPNA. These include 
considerations of: 

• Air pollution 
• Traffic management/intrusion/control, parking, bicycles, street furniture 
• Encouraging the excellent primary schools and supporting the cause for the 

building of a Secondary School south of the Euston Road 
• Retaining and enhancing local green spaces  
• Increasing green spaces where possible and insisting that new developments 

have green roofs and green walls. 

It was noted in the work of one of the UCL MSc students (Davies: 2019) that “… the 
Mount Pleasant construction, which has already been running since 2011, has 
heightened residents’ perception that development is being done to them, not with 
them, with local councils having been overruled by [the] then-Mayor of London, Boris 
Johnson.” She continues: “…There was considerable anger that public land had 
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been ceded to the private sector and that no social housing is included in the 
development” [Davies, 2019) 
The point here, is that this aspect was a recurring theme throughout the interviewing 
process of the HIA conducted by the students as well as those conducted through 
the wider CIA engagement process (see below).   

Other facilities and services within the designated area  

Is the Calthorpe the only provision of its type in the area and what could be the effect 
of the development in the area on those services which the Calthorpe may have to 
consider? If the Calthorpe has to close its services for periods up to 5yrs (for 
example) due to the development, what happens to those users and its 
programmes? Not only this, but, what about other services in the area, would they be 
able to pick up the ‘slack’, so to speak? Do they also offer collaborative opportunities 
where perhaps previously this may not have been the case? 

A start has been made to capture what exists within the area based on the 
‘neighbourhood and ward’ boundaries indicated. Attached as Appendix 2 are 
examples of the types of services we have been able to identify within the 
Bloomsbury Neighbourhood area (note: in Appendix 2 those provisions located 
within the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood area have been shaded to distinguish them 
from the other provisions available more widely across Camden, and specifically the 
Kings Cross ward). By way of an overview summary, Fig 7 below shows the range of 
voluntary and community sector (VCS) provisions by ‘type’, which, from our analysis 
reflects 141 services (which includes the Calthorpe). Some of these provisions could 
become options for current users were it the case that the Calthorpe had to close for 
periods during the construction phase. They are here presented as possible 
alternatives within the neighbourhood. However, as we indicate later, the reasons 
why people attend the Calthorpe is more than mere indulgence in an activity and 
therefore not all the provisions identified are likely to meet the needs of those who 
are regular users of the Calthorpe. 
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Fig 7: Service providers in the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood area by type of provisions 
offered 

Some demographic indicators of the Kings Cross ward11     

Based on the profile of the Kings Cross ward, the following reflect the general 
demographic picture, against which not only the development of the UCL site need to 
take into account but also the Calthorpe as it grapples with questions about how it 
now positions itself in the light of the development in the opportunities that may 
accrue as a result if planning is granted. 

Table1: Total ward population by gender profile 
Gender Kings Cross Camden (%) 

Female 5917 (50%) 51% 
Male: 5926 (50%) 49% 

Total 11, 843  

 

Table 2: Ethnicity 
 Kings 

Cross 
(actual) 

Kings Cross 
(%) Camden (%) 

Total All ethnic groups 11,843 100% 100% 
 
Ethnic Groups 
  
  
  

White 6,015 50.8% 66.3% 
Mixed/Multiple 

Ethnic Groups 650 5.5% 5.6% 
Asian or Asian British 3,467 29.3% 16.1% 
Black or Black British 1,280 10.8% 8.2% 

                                                
11 What follows are two sets of key data-sets showing the differences across the two overlapping 
boundaries within which the Calthorpe Community Centre sits. Both sets data are drawn from the 
2011 Census and 2013 figures by the ONS and reproduced by Camden Council’s Corporate Strategy 
team. 
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  Other Ethnic Group 431 3.6% 3.8% 
        

1 'Black & minority  Black & Minority 
Ethnic Groups1 5,828 49.2% 33.7% 

   ethnic groups' is  All Minority Ethnic 
Groups2 8,098 68.4% 56.0% 

 
 
 
Country of Birth 
  
  
  

All people 11,843 100% 100% 
United Kingdom 5,814 49.1% 57.5% 
Ireland 150 1.3% 2.4% 
Other EU Member 

countries at March 2001 1,122 9.5% 7.9% 
EU Accession countries 

Apr 2001- Mar 2011 458 3.9% 2.7% 
Other countries 4,299 36.3% 29.5% 

  Top 5 non-UK countries 
of birth in area       

  Bangladesh 666 5.6%   
  China 309 2.6%   
  France 297 2.5%   
  Somalia 272 2.3%   
  United States 269 2.3%   

 

Table 3: Age range 
 
  

Kings Cross 
(actual) 

Kings Cross 
(%) Camden (%) 

 
 
 
 
Age Groups 
  
  
  
  
  
  

All Ages 11,843 100% 100% 

 0-4 561 4.7% 6.0% 

 5-15 1,157 9.8% 10.1% 

16-29 5,043 42.6% 26.6% 

30-44 2,481 20.9% 27.0% 

45-59 1,366 11.5% 15.2% 

60-74 840 7.1% 10.1% 

75-89 362 3.1% 4.5% 

90+ 33 0.3% 0.5% 
 
Table 4: Health and care 
 

  
Kings Cross 

(actual) 
Kings Cross 

(%) Camden (%) 

  
 General Health 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

All people 11,843     
        
Health was 'good' ('very 

good' or 'good') 9,989 84.3% 84.0% 
Health was 'bad' ('bad' 

or 'very bad') 618 5.2% 5.6% 
        

Day-to-day activities 
limited 1,583 13.4% 14.4% 

A lot 731 6.2% 7.0% 
A little 852 7.2% 7.4% 

Not limited 188,507 1591.7% 85.6% 
        

Aged 16-64: day-to-day 
activities limited 1,051 8.9% 8.4% 

A lot 475 4.0% 4.0% 
A little 576 4.9% 4.4% 

Not limited 8,224 69.4% 64.6% 
        

 

Table 5: Housing and accommodation 
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 Kings Cross 
(actual) 

Kings Cross 
(%) Camden (%) 

Household spaces 
 
  
  
  
  

Whole house or 
bungalow 256 5.2% 14.8% 

Detached 43 0.9% 1.9% 
Semi-detached 45 0.9% 4.1% 
Terraced (including  

end-terrace) 168 3.4% 8.8% 
Flat, maisonette or 

apartment 4,665 94.8% 85.2% 
Purpose-built block of 

flats or tenement 3,503 71.2% 52.3% 
Converted/shared 

house (inc bed-sits) 995 20.2% 29.8% 
In a commercial 

building 167 3.4% 3.1% 
 

Table 6: Labour market/economic activity (16 – 74yrs) 
 Kings Cross 

(actual) 
Kings Cross 

(%) 
Camden 

(%) 
Economic 
Activity All People aged 16-74  9,730 100% 100% 

 
Economically active 5,061 52.0% 68.1% 

 
Employed Part-time 676 6.9% 7.9% 

Labour market 
statistics normally 
relate to working 
age population (16-
64). Census 
statistics are for 
ages 16-74, making 
comparison with 
data from other 
sources difficult. 
Detailed census 
statistics due in 
Summer 2013 will 
allow comparison. 

Employed Full-time 2,319 23.8% 38.5% 
Self-employed 739 7.6% 13.4% 
Unemployed 477 4.9% 4.5% 
Full-time students 850 8.7% 3.8% 

Economically inactive 4,669 48.0% 31.9% 
Retired 496 5.1% 6.9% 
Students (inc. full-time students) 3,181 32.7% 13.1% 
Looking  

after home or family 336 3.5% 4.5% 
Long-term sick or disabled 399 4.1% 4.4% 
Other 257 2.6% 3.0% 

Resident workforce (net of  4,211 43.3% 64.3% 
Expressed as a 
proportion of the 
economically active 
population aged 16-
74 

economically active students)       
    

Employment rate3   38.4% 59.8% 
Economic inactivity rate3   48.0% 31.9% 

  Unemployment rate4   9.4% 6.5% 
 

Within the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood Area, the challenges share similar features as those 
pertaining in the Kings Cross ward. Some key indicators are as follows: 
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Fig 8: The Challenges within the Bloomsbury Neighbourhood Area12   

 

 

 
 
 

 

  

                                                
12 See https://opendata.camden.gov.uk/Community/Camden-Neighbourhood-Profile-
Bloomsbury/4csv-6rsh 
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PHASE 2 AND 3: CO-PRODUCING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
ENGAGEMENT PROCESS 
The two overlapping phases included 
dissemination of an on-line survey of users, staff 
and residents alongside depth interviews and 
group-based sessions. In addition, effort was made 
to engage local businesses in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed developments. These took 
place between July and early August13. The 
approach (excluding the MSc students’ work on the 

HIA) involved the following: 

• On-line survey questionnaire (32 respondents) 
• Interviews (including local businesses, 23 respondents) 
• Group based sessions (8) 

THE ON-LINE SURVEY 
By the close of the survey 32 responses were received.   
The approach enabled us to identify staff/volunteers directly engaged in the work of 
the Community Garden alongside those who are daily/regular users of the Garden. It 
should also be noted that some of the volunteers are also regular users of the 
facilities, especially the allotments and the café. The online survey contained four 
open ended questions from which we were able to capture some qualitative 
responses from respondents.  
The responses came from both staff/volunteers and the general users of the 
community garden: 53% to 47% split, with responses being greatest from 
staff/volunteers than general users (17 to 15: see Table 8).  
Appendix 3 provides a full statistical overview of the characteristics of the 
respondents while this section of the report provides a summary overview. Table 1 
provides an overview of the breakdown of those who indicated that they were either 
paid staff or volunteers14 with the data presented by the graphs and Tables below 
reflecting the following key characteristics: 

• Staff/volunteers based at the centre who responded indicated that the majority 
were volunteers (41%) compared to paid staff (29%) [see Table 1] 

• The overwhelming majority of respondents came from Camden (63%), which 
was expected given its location in Camden, with 87% of non-staff respondents 
coming from Camden and Islington; 

• 75% female to 25% male gender split; 
• Only 9% of respondents were aged under 35yrs, with the overwhelming 

majority falling within the 56yrs+ age range (53%). 
Table 7: Breakdown of staff/volunteer at the Calthorpe 

                                                
13 See Appendix 3 for statistical reflections of the characteristics of those engaged in the Phase 2 and 
3 participatory process. Also attached as Appendix 4 are some notes on the challenges in the 
implementation of the community impact assessment. 
14 Note, we separated those who were volunteers on the Management Board/Trustees as well as 
those who volunteered more generally around the garden.    
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Description Actual Percent (%) 

Paid worker (full/part-
time) 

5 29% 

Volunteer 7 41% 
Board/Trustee member 1 6% 

Other/Did not say 4 24% 
Total 17 100 
 
FOLLOW UP INTERVIEWS/ FOCUS GROUP  
As part of the process, we sought to better understand why people attend the 
Calthorpe as well as to explore the views of users with respect to the proposed 
development planned to take place at the Eastman Dental Hospital, which adjoins 
the garden. 
The process involved face to face interviews, one to ones as well as focused group 
sessions (where these could be accommodated and arranged) as well as telephone 
interviews with 23 users, volunteers and staff members. Group based sessions also 
took place with follow ups with individuals as well as ‘written’ submissions from some 
people who, due to commitments such as holiday and work, could not make 
telephone or group-based sessions. Their written views have been included and 
incorporated where appropriate and relevant within the broader narrative of the 
impact analysis (and contained in a separately produced qualitative summary report).  
As a summary, some of the characteristics of this approach showed: 

• 11 respondents (representing 34% of all responses) from the on-line survey 
indicated that they were willing to participate in follow up interviews. All 
prospective participants provided a contact number and/or email address. We 
were not able to interview two people contacted though provided written 
comments and two email addresses bounced back. 

• While the majority of users and staff who responded were categorised as 
‘white’ (see Table 2), the follow up, focus group and interviews provided a 
more ethnically diverse cohort of users which starts to reflect the wider 
community within which the Calthorpe sits (see ward level data in the main 
report). However, as Fig 9 shows, 40% of our interviewees were from BAME 
communities (users, staff and business proprietors in the local area).  

• There were more female than male respondents (65:35% split), with the 
majority of all interviewees living within Camden (65%) or Islington (20%). 
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Table 8: Respondents to the on-line survey by category and ethnicity 
 
Category Ethnicity of all respondents Total 

White  
(UK) 

White 
(Other) 

Mixed heritage Chinese 

Non-staff 11 3 1 0 15 

Staff/volun
teer 

7 7 2 1 17 

Total 18 10 3 1 32 
 

Fig 9: Ethnicity of participants interviewed 

 
 

   

60%

5%

5%

10%

5%

15%

white

chinese

Mixed

Caribbean

Asian

Did not say
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PHASE 4: ANALYSIS OF DATA - WHAT THE 
VOICES HAVE TOLD US 
 
Participants responding to the on-line survey who were 
non-staff (n=15) attended the Calthorpe for a variety of 
reasons. Based on their responses: 

• Close to half of respondents who were not 
staff/volunteers indicated that they participated in more 

than 1 activity at the CCG; 
• The majority of respondents (27%) cited ‘meeting/socialising’ as a reason for 

engaging with the Calthorpe. The Café was seen by many as the principle site 
for meeting/socialising and so, by combining responses to the ‘Café’ and 
‘Meeting/socialising’, it is clear that close half (47%) of respondents who were 
non-staff/volunteers saw the Calthorpe as a space for meeting/socialising (not 
necessarily business meetings as interviews revealed). This echoed and 
reinforced the voices coming out of the HIA process conducted by the UCL 
MSc students.  

• 93% of respondents took less than 15minutes travel time, which suggests 
local residence, and, combined with the fact that the majority came from 
Camden (65%), this further suggest that the Calthorpe is very much a local 
community resource. Again, reflecting the results from the Calthorpe’s annual 
user survey conducted in 2018. 

• Local access (9 responses) and garden space (8 responses) were cited as 
the strongest motivating reasons why respondents attended the Calthorpe. 
These were also factors/themes that arose during the depth interview process 
(see below discussion). 

• While at the Calthorpe, respondents spent upwards of 1hour to 2hrs. 
 

DEPTH INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
The approach did not just engage users at the Calthorpe through the on-line survey, 
but we sought to engage with a much wider audience of ‘interests’ within a 0.5m 
radius around the proposed development (Fig 2). Through structured interviews, 
focus groups and workshops we engaged 23 people, representing staff, volunteers, 
passer-byes, local businesses, resident groups, local charities and voluntary and 
community organisations. Additionally, we undertook a number of sensory walks15 
around and within the ‘identified zone as described and defined by the UCL MSc 
students who were engaged on the HIA process. Through these approaches the 
voices that came through reflected a strong ‘emotional connection’ to the centre as a 
‘community hub’; that is, the importance and meaning the centre has for them in an 
emotionally connected sense.   
 
                                                
15 Sensory walk is a method of using the senses to get a ‘feel’ for the area though using the senses to 
touch and engage with the environment. In so doing, it moves us away from mere observation to 
engaging directly the space over which we are exploring. For example, by walking around the 
perimeter of the designated zone one is able to picture what the potential noise and disruption could 
‘imaginatively’ look like and feel by literally ‘walking in the shoe’ od those likely to be impacted upon 
by the proposed development (e.g. being able to imagine the level of congestion that could be caused 
on narrow backstreets due to potential disruption on the main Grays Inn Road and the possibility of 
needing to change bus routes and/or remove and relocate bus stops, especially outside the Calthorpe 
and the Eastman Hospital itself).   
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Views from regular users of the Calthorpe 
 
Source: The Latin Women’s Group (with permission from the participants) 
 
For those who regularly use the Calthorpe, we sought to understand their motivation 

to engage with 
the Calthorpe 
and what the 
centre meant to 
them. We could 
not do full justice 
to all he voices 
we heard but 
have captured a 
number of those 
that reflected the 
more commonly 
cited comments 
in  
the following two 
diagrams below. 
The first (Fig 10) 
reflects why 
users attend the 
Calthorpe and 
the second (Fig 

11) what the Calthorpe means to them. 
 
The focus group session with mothers and carers of the Early years programme 
revealed a strong sense of belonging and service being provided to parents (in the 
main mothers) and carers. This group of users were very concerned about the 
potential disruption, noise and the air quality, especially as they were based to the 
eastern aspect of the garden, separated to the Eastman Dental Hospital by a path 
that leads into the football pitch caged area. All 6 participants were unanimous in 
their views that the pre-construction phase of the proposed development will be the 
most disruptive and they fear that they may not have any alternative that would 
provide the same level of care and attention from the staff and the ‘freedom and 
space’ provided at the Calthorpe. Also, they were quite open to the prospect of the 
development generating new opportunities for the Calthorpe, a situation they 
understand the Calthorpe will have to seriously consider.  
 

 

 

Fig 10: Why participants attend the Calthorpe 

 

 

 

 It's just a 
fantastic place. 
People seem to 
have more time 
when they come in...  

There is no 
comparable garden 
cafe in the area 

My colleagues 
work overseas or 
around Britain, so 
we meet there four 
or five times a 
year. 
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    Why participants attend 

                           the Calthorpe? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

I have been 
popping in to the 
Calthorpe for 
over 20 years. I 
used the play 
services when 
my son was a 

It's friendly 
nature and 
welcoming 
approach. 

 

It's a delightful 
place and the 
cafe staff are 
delightful too! 

I have been popping 
in to the Calthorpe 
for over 20 years. I 
used the play 
services when my 
son was a toddler 
and he used the 
sports pitch as a 
teenager.  

 

I now use the cafe, buy plants, 
recycle toothpaste tubes and 
crisp bags and of course the 
Calthorpe is my polling station 
and sometime meeting place 
for community events with our 
MP. It is a wonderful 
community resource.  

 

Lovely people, 
community 
feeling. No dogs 
or smoking. 
Having people 
on site makes 
me feel safe.  
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Fig 11: What makes the Calthorpe a special place? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
    What makes the Calthorpe 

                    a special place? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is our home 
now! I have been 
attending for 5 years 
now and really enjoy 
the group and look 
forward to it every 
week.  

 

Without the 
Gardening session, 
I would be crying at 
home, lonely and 
that was not Latin 
American culture. 
Here, I have the 
chance to make 
friends, learn to use 
the buses and 
become more 
independent. I now 
understand more 
English and got a 
little practice in 
speaking it.  

It was important for me to do something in the local community, 
get to know people here and to feel a part of it, rather than just 
live in London somewhere, anywhere, go to work every day, and 
know nothing about my local area. 

This 
place is 
not just 
a 
football 
pitch. 

 

I don’t’ 
know - 
nothing else 
this nice 
that's close. 

It's an amazing space - 
a much needed green 
space in an increasingly 
urban area. I get a 
sense of being 
somewhere different - in 
a way a nicer world - as 
soon as I walk over the 
bridge. It's a very 
different sensation to 
that which you get 
walking into a park due 
to the people and 
activities going on there. 
The staff are very 
welcoming, and the 
sense of otherness 
encourages people to 
engage with each other 
in a way they might not 

 

The Calthorpe 
literally stopped 
me getting into 
trouble and saved 
me from going 
down the wrong 
road. 

I come here on Saturdays and 
Sundays with other Somali 
women.  There are often 15 of 
us here.  I live nearby on 
Birkenhead Street [this is 
parallel to Gray's Inn Road on 
the other side to the Calthorpe] 
but we are from across 
Camden.  During the school 
holidays we meet here during 
the week too.  It feels very open 
here, and we can do what we 
like, Coram Fields is restrictive 
and not so welcoming for 
us.  We bring our own food and 
drink and share it with 
Bangladeshi, Eritrean and 
Ethiopian women.  
 

 

If it were not for the 
Calthorpe, where I 
have been coming 
for the past 10 
years, I would still 
be an alcoholic and 
‘be down the pub 
right now’.  

It has definitely 
changed my life 
and I am grateful 
for it.  
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In summary, their key concerns were: 

• Air pollution  
• Noise and disruption caused by building works; 
• Loss of revenue to the Calthorpe due to possible closure due to noise and 

poor air quality 
• The length of time it may take 
• Disruption leading to relocation/new facility in the interim, which may prove 

difficult; 
• Opportunities for Calthorpe to make demands on loss of earnings especially 

with respect to possible closure of the Early Years programme? 
• That changes happen and that people may not want change but there is an 

inevitability that will have to be recognised – but it’s how it is done! 
 

The gardening communities 
Participants taking part in the Somali community organisation’s youth programme 
were approached that revealed the attractiveness of the centre to culturally diverse 
communities living in the area. As already noted in Table 2 above, the Kings Cross 
ward comprise 49% Black and minority ethnic (BME) communities, with the 
Calthorpe being able to attract such communities of interests.  They regularly 
attended the Calthorpe at the weekend and looked at it as an essential part of 
keeping their family members happy and active. Young people, mothers, fathers 
would all come together and enjoy the sports pitch facilities alongside the garden and 
seating areas within it. Within this group one participant told us how he was once a 
disillusioned young person who had skirted with getting into trouble with the police 
but for the Calthorpe they believed they may have continued getting into trouble. He 
said:  

“The Calthorpe literally stopped me getting into trouble and saved me from 
going down the wrong road…The worker there [name of staff] was brilliant; 
she really listened and understood what I was going through. Now I’m working 
as a Youth Worker in the area and doing the same sort of thing for other 
young people”. 

The young man is now a father of 3 and come to the Calthorpe every weekend with 
his family. For him, the Calthorpe represent a site that is ‘family friendly’, a 
community built around ‘families’. For the majority of participants, the Calthorpe 
represents: 

- Keeping the family together  
- Keeping his children happy, safe and well through sport and being with their 

family when they were socialising on Sundays;  
- To be with his friends, his wife, his children in the same safe place he had 

grown up.  
At one of the workshops we facilitated, several Somali women were in attendance 
and were willing to be interviewed. The words of one of the women perhaps sums up 
their affinity to the Calthorpe best: 
 

"I come here on Saturdays and Sundays with other Somali women. There are 
often 15 of us here.  I live nearby on [ name of street deleted], which is parallel to 
Grays Inn Road, but we are from across Camden. During the school holidays we 
meet here and during the week too.  It feels very open here, and we can do what 
we like. Coram Fields is restrictive and not so welcoming for us.  We bring our 
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own food and drink and share it with Bangladeshi, Eritrean and Ethiopian 
women.” 
 

Commenting on the future prospect for Calthorpe in the light of the proposed 
development, they would like there to be more facilities and activities offered inside 
the centre for adults as well as for children: “ This is important during winter and 
when the weather isn't good and we need to come inside.”  
 
Looking towards the post-construction scenario, this would be something the 
Calthorpe give some consideration to. That is, to what extent does the proposed 
development offers them the opportunity to consider their own ‘physical remodelling’ 
prospect given their current footprint? 

 
A group of older Latin American women meet at The Calthorpe Community Garden 
every Friday. They are primarily engaged in volunteering and helping out generally in 
sowing seeds, prepare seedlings, prepare raised beds, plant seeds, keep the area of 
the greenhouse clean and tidy. They also undertake weeding, composting, applying 
mulch and when necessary, watering.  
Many of the women pointed to [name withheld], one of the older elders in the group, 
as the person through which they originally found out about The Calthorpe. The 
founder of the group explained that there had been a Latin American’s Women’s 
Group for some of them at another centre, but due to funding difficulties, that 
organisation had to close its provision and so they came upon the Calthorpe. That 
was more than 10 years ago and over that time has become an established group 
and part of the Calthorpe, a space that is open to members from Latin American and 
Spanish speaking communities (e.g. Columbia, Mexico, Chile and Spain).  
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One older woman who had difficulty walking stated that without attending the 
Gardening session, she would be crying at home, lonely and that “…was not Latin 
American culture”. Here, she got the chance to make friends, learnt to use the buses 
and become more independent. She is now fluent in English - and gets the practice 
in speaking it through her interaction at the centre.  
Another woman, who was retired, at the time of the interview was attending for the 
second time. She had been working in a laboratory and after recently retiring, she 
wanted to remain active and so took up a volunteering role within the group.   
The group was very much at home at the Calthorpe and had a strong sense of 
ownership – “this is our home now”. Many said that they had been attending for 2 
and 5 years. All were keen to say that they really enjoyed the group and looked 
forward to it every week.  
One or two of the group was aware of the proposed development of the Eastman 
Dental Hospital and the possible implication for the Calthorpe and that the plans may 
affect the garden. At the time of the interview they were unaware of the details of the 
proposal and so could not offer much by way of specific impact other than it might 
affect their use of the centre. In the short term, however, many felt that there will 
likely to noise, dust and that it might last “a long time”.  It was unclear to the leaders 
of the group what the impact would be on the garden and them as a community 
group, as it would mean not been able to come to the garden, which was not 
something they would welcome.   
An older gentleman from a Caribbean background provided a guided tour of the 
‘family allotments’, highlighting the wider community appeal of the centre, pointing 
out that the majority of allotments belonged to local residents from a diverse range of 
nationalities, all coming together within the ‘family’ area, planting their own unique 
produces, some from people’s own native country. He has been at the centre for 
close on 30yrs and had seen many changes over that time. For him, the proposed 
development is but another “change that is inevitable” and the proposed 
development is in line with that change process. Looking ahead, he could not see 
much affecting his ‘area’ when (and if) construction begins but he was hoping that 
post construction perhaps closer working relationship could be forged between the 
centre and the new Dementia Research facility: “…[there is] the  opportunity to work 
closely with the Dementia Centre with regards sharing space / feed through from the 
centre.” 
 
Being around for many years, he was also very knowledgeable about other areas of 
the garden. He was particularly concerned about what he saw as a main ‘income 
stream’ for the centre in the football pitch being lost during the construction phase of 
the proposed development. He seemed very entrepreneurial in how he saw the 
future prospect for the Calthorpe, in that the Calthorpe perhaps could: 

• Relook at the cost being charged to have a ‘plot’, which currently stands at £5 
per annum per plot (there are currently 24 ‘boxes’) or they could look to 
increase the amount that is available to be rented; 

• Offer educational programme that could be marketed/sold to schools using 
gardening as the vehicle for learning; 

• Joint research possibilities around pollination etc  
• Training and education about herbs to local residents  
• Volunteering opportunities developed with funding secured to develop and 

implement them further. 
• Cafe might be a viable concern during the construction phase by providing 

lunches etc to workers as well as post construction phase through a ‘mobile’ 
service providing for the new Dementia Centre when completed.  
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Sports facilities/programme 

Interviews took place with 9 women from the London Women’s Football Team, aged 
approximately 23 to 32yrs, who played football once a week and drawn from across London 
(e.g. Camden, Islington, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, Hammersmith and 
Fulham, Southwark and Haringey). The group started after a chance meeting with the sports 
coach at Calthorpe, who suggested they start a group based at the Calthorpe. With his 
encouragement, the group’s founder established the group which now attracts women 
participants from across London – the club now participates in women’s leagues and were 
winning trophies.  

 
Their affection for the Calthorpe was palpable. These were some of the comments:  

“This place is not just a football pitch.” 
“At the weekends, although the Calthorpe could make money out of it, it 
prefers to offer the sessions to the community and so many families come and 
play football.”  
“The club came out of the Calthorpe and it is a base from which friendships 
have come about.”  

For the Camden resident, “it was important for me to do something in the local 
community, get to know people here and to feel a part of it, rather than just live in 
London somewhere, anywhere, go to work every day and know nothing about my 
local area”. 
Another woman, whose partner once worked at Calthorpe, funding and income 
generation was important. They had also since got involved with other human rights 
campaigns as a result of their links with the Calthorpe.  
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Most were unaware of the proposed development, but one who was connected to a 
member of staff until recently, had a stronger awareness, recognising that it was a 
concern.  
Another who had only found out on the day of the interview, said that: 

“…it would be ironic that a Dementia Research Institute might encroach on 
the garden, which was the very thing that would help bring people with 
dementia some peace and sense of well-being”.  

 
The group stated that it was not known what would happen with the sports pitch as 
there was nowhere else suitable in the area, so some way had to be found to ensure 
the continuity.  
One member stated that the social value created at the Calthorpe was huge and 
therefore, the Calthorpe should seek funding in compensation for any loss of earning 
and potential as a result of the inconvenience and/or displacement as a result.  
A view from staff/volunteers  
Staff were also interviewed and engaged with the process. For them, it was mix as, 
on the one hand, possible employment could be at stake while on the other hand, 
some saw opportunities that perhaps could sustain the Calthorpe over many more 
years. Everyone we spoke to agreed that the hiatus surrounding the development 
was not helpful, especially when asked about things they were unclear about, such 
as timescale and any closures that may arise.  
On the whole staff were very upbeat about the situation and the opportunities that it 
could bring about, even though some felt the lack of information created uncertainty 
when there should be practical thinking and planning. One staff member remarked 
that on a weekly basis the garden attracted people who “needed the garden” for their 
health – a person with cancer, a person who had disabilities and another regular 
visitor who said that it had helped with her mental health to have the beauty of the 
garden to enjoy.  
Staff were aware of the development and considered that the half of the site from the 
road to the rear may not be as affected and could be enabled to function and provide 
continuity.  
It would take time with trees, plants and with flowers needing a longer time span, and 
some of the café’s food supplies come from the garden. A loss therefore of the 
garden could also have knock-on effect on the café. This was also another point 
raised by another member of staff who conducted a guided tour of the experimental 
greenhouse. She remarked that the recycling programme would be affected if 
insufficient footfall results in less use of vegetations and garden waste that is 
required to generate the system. All were dependent on each other ‘biologically’.  
Discussions with members of staff and volunteers highlighted concerns about the 
absence of information regards the proposed development as well as fear for their 
own position. Some volunteers expressed concerns about the length of time it might 
take to complete the proposed development as that may affect their volunteering 
opportunity at the garden, especially the Café. 
Volunteers help the staff team with gathering vegetables and preparing them for use 
in projects as well as the café.  They were aware of the redevelopment and offered 
suggestions valued the Calthorpe as he was able to fit his volunteering into his part-
time working week.  
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Another volunteer commented on knowing of the proposed development but felt that 
the discussions to date does not impact on her day to day volunteering.  She 
explains that she is mindful that the centre might close but would not impact on her 
personally but might on others. Her fears about the possibility of a closure is that she 
is getting so much out o the experience that she feels that will be lost as she feels 
“connected through socialising  and the opening up of eyes to how a community can 
come together in such a small place.” She felt that the development should not “take 
away from the community” that the Calthorpe has created.   
 
Another volunteer, who was versed in the anaerobic system at the Calthorpe, spoke 
about not knowing much about the proposed development and felt that the ‘shading’ 
resulting from any cladding/covering of the construction might have a negative 
impact on the garden in terms of sunlight for growing.  This volunteer has been 
working on the ‘Lab Project’ looking at food growing and waste disposal. As he 
indicates: 

 
“…all growers will be impacted upon (plants, ornaments, winter mostly 
impacted on) and so new approaches will be required. Maybe a rooftop 
provision could be developed (i.e. a growing area on top of the main 
building).”  

 
Over the short term (construction phase), he foresees many issues that will need to 
be considered: 

• Noise and air pollution; 
• Extensiveness of the works involved (e.g. assembled versus conventional); 
• Length of time the project will take (i.e. the development) and the implications 

for lorries etc coming in and out of the site; 
• Use of the café as the recycling system will require food waste and if closed 

this will be a problem. 
 

Voices from residents in the area 

Sessions were held with individual tenants and resident associations as well as one-
to-one interviews with residents who lived within the 0.5m zone as indicated above 
as being the ‘community of identity’.  
 
One local resident feedback as follows:  

“I live in council housing on [name of street withheld].  There are 4 blocks of 
council housing …[with] an overcrowding problem and we know of families 
needing council housing in this area.  Lack of security is a problem too.  Our 
entry door keeps getting broken so that people come inside and are drinking 
and smoking. We tell the Council but they don't do anything.  I have a 14 year 
old son and I'm scared for him to be out on his own in this area.  Even going 
to the local shop, I'd rather I went than him." 

 
And another: 
 
“…I know that the UCL proposed development will be huge…I am freaking out as to 
the possibility of a taller structure dwarfing the garden, taking away what little space 
we have. I am worried that it may change the vibes and feeling of the place. There 
has been no consultation process and I have some anxiety about the 
construction…it could detract from a neighbourhood and localised provision by being 
overshadowed by a large corporate edifice. We already have enough of these large 
lego structures taking away form communities.” 
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This resident went onto explain that there should be some sympathy between the 
need for green spaces and the UCL type of proposed construction which should be 
part of the wider plan for the area to open up more spaces. 
 
Another resident spoke about the importance of connections with other parts of 
Camden, especially where UCL has a presence. He referred to [names withheld] 
where he was an active member of the neighbourhood forum.  In writing, he explains 
his concerns over what he sees as the ‘UCL/Camden coupling’ thus: 
 

“The St Pancras and Somers Town Ward have seen the most unprecedented 
developments in the London Borough of Camden, which have taken place 
without breaks in the last 20 or so years (i.e. The St Pancras International 
Station, The Crick Laboratories, the British Library, Kings Cross Central, 
Regents Quarter, St Martin’s University of the Arts and in the pipeline, the 
Turing Institute, HS2 in Euston, Euston Station, Cross Rail which have been 
projected to last for another 20 years). These expansions have given rise to 
the Knowledge Quarter, seen by Camden Council ‘globally leading expertise 
in life science, digital collections and machine learning’ characterised by ‘the 
highest concentration of science and technology firms in the UK’.  
 A very influential role within the Knowledge Quarter has been played by UCL. 
Its strong expansion drive, started in 2005 and carrying at present, has seen a 
huge transformation of UCL as a global research institution. Its presence in 
Camden has become very prominent and many of the developments 
happening in our ward has UCL as an important stakeholder. 

[name withheld] is an area in our ward ear-marked for development. Its 
existing business community, together with its residents, have put forward a 
local development plan addressing the business, housing and community 
needs of the area, but this plan has been challenged by Camden Council with 
an alternative vision which seems to fit in better with the developments taking 
part in Kings Cross Central and the vision of the Knowledge Quarter of having 
a high-tech economy. Camden has spelt out these ideas when they explain 
that: ‘The success of the Knowledge Quarter in Euston and Kings Cross faces 
challenges if it is to develop further’, making it clear that ‘cost and availability 
of suitable commercial space-as well as the lack of business accelerators, 
move-on space and sector-specific facilities such as wet-labs-threatens to 
restrict the growth of these sectors’.  

In this context it is hardly surprising to find UCL having a foothold in the area 
through a company called BaseKX, described as a start-up incubator (in UCL 
own words: ‘BaseKX was set up by UCL, the London Borough of Camden and 
other local organisations to nurture early stage start-ups in the area”).  

St Pancras Hospital is another development, which will take place in the near 
future, relocating the Moorfield Eye Hospital UCL Institute of Ophthalmology 
and led by Camden and Islington NHS Foundation Trust with UCL having an 
important role in the plans. The site will also house the UCL Institute of Mental 
Health. 

The expansion of UCL in Camden has also affected the area by increasing 
the student population. At the moment UCL pride itself in having around 
41000 students. As a result, student accommodation has greatly expanded 
with new students complexes such as those provided by Unite 
Accommodation and others, by UCL own Halls of residence and by private 
renters in Camden, restricting the provision of accommodation to families who 
cannot afford to rent or buy in the Borough and in our ward.  Sons and 
daughters of existing families have been forced to move away impacting on 
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the care of elderly relatives as well as on the Council’s resources and 
furthermore weakening the local communities considerably. The changes 
undergone by the demography of the area have become a factor in the 
decreasing local school roles, which for the first time in the long local history 
of the local primary school, has seen the closure of one school, further 
undermining the cohesion of the local communities.” 

A resident who is a member of his housing association’s community development 
staff team, used the Calthorpe’s football pitch as a facility, working with children from 
the local estates. The Calthorpe’s location made it a unique and excellent base to 
operate from, along with the positive attitude of staff.  
A resident association member with the Holborn T&RA uses the Calthorpe to 
organise regular creative activities session for children at the Calthorpe. This session 
is often well attended by young girls aged 5 and upwards and an organic referral 
network clearly in operation through word of mouth. The association have lots of 
inhouse skills that included digital animation and also worked elsewhere with carers 
and the over 60s age group. A partnership had formed with One Housing which has 
enabled links in the local area with various groups including the Calthorpe.  

A member of the Mount Pleasant Neighbourhood Forum commented on the 
relationship between the MPNA and the Calthorpe, who were members of the 
Forum. In their view, the UCL had not yet given enough priority as to the impact and 
implications for the Calthorpe.  That is, the UCL’s expansion plan was seen as 
having a “too much going into the site, with unnecessary damage to Calthorpe: why 
did UCL need to encroach on Calthorpe’s land?” 
Local businesses along the Grays Inn Road were approached to determine what 
impact, if any, they foresaw, as impinging on their businesses (positive or negative).  
The first observation in walking around the area is that signs already exist where 
businesses have closed and therefore vacant shopfronts, especially on the opposite 
side to the Dental Hospital. The two remaining businesses – office furnishing and 
architect services – were approached as they were likely to be directly in line with the 
building works.  
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The office furnishing business was optimistic as the business had slowed down 
somewhat with partnership with the Hospital had already ceased a few years earlier. 
They were hoping to receive increased footfall from the development.  
 
The architect company indicated that they did not see much by way of increased 
opportunities but recognised the level of disruption that would be entailed by the 
works. The feeling was that the developments would have minimal impact as much 
of their work is off-site and take place wherever the work takes them. They are 
therefore not as wedded to the area as, say, perhaps the Calthorpe.  
One other business approached was a housing association repair and maintenance 
business. However, they are scheduled to relocate to Brent within 12mths. Were 
they to have remained, the development was said not to have affected them as their 
business takes place in East London as that was where their housing association 
properties were located. Where they are in Camden, along the Gray’s Inn Road, was 
a matter of convenience and a short-term arrangement.  
 
Observations and interactions along the Gray’s Inn Road towards Kings Cross 
Station indicated that the types of businesses along this route consisted largely of 
News Agents (4), public houses (4), hotels/hostels (4), eateries, including cafes and 
sandwich bars (5) and grocer/food stores (3). Immediately in the vicinity of the 
developments will be a range of grocers, newsagents, chicken shop, health centre, 
estate agents and public houses.  The impact on some of these are likely to be 
mixed, with perhaps café/sandwich bars and chicken shop could benefit in the short 
and longer term as a result of footfall in the area as a result of increased labour 
working on the site and in the longer term on people both based at the research 
centre as well as clients and visitors (especially if the intention is for the centre to be 
an international research facility).   
 An organisation who is involved with the anaerobic digestor project at the Calthorpe 
commented that, over the last 5 years, they have supported approximately 400 
people at the Calthorpe through start up courses, co-working and creche (which is 
now run directly by CCG), 90%+ are mothers, c 35% are BAME, c70% live locally 
and most of the others come from neighbouring boroughs, c75%+ are working on 
social or environmental impact ventures. 
 
Ad hoc conversations with passers-bye within the 0.5m radius we used as our 
‘community of identities’ highlighted knowledge about the Calthorpe, and for some, it 
was a place of tranquillity where they could sit and “have lunch when the weather is 
good” and, as one person said, “the area is generally quiet and only busy when the 
college (Kingsway College) is in session….They tend to use it during their lunch time 
and sometimes after college.” 
The general impression gained was that the Garden is well known, and people feel 
they can wonder around as and when they need to and many do, even if it’s for a 
short while.  
Health Impact assessment 
 
Dr Gemma Moore and her team, all part of the UCL Institute of Environmental 
Design and Engineering’s MSc module titled “Health and Wellbeing in Cities: Theory 
and Practice”, conducted a health and wellbeing impact assessment of the proposed 
development during the pre-planning stage of the development16. In their report it 
was observed that the developers, through WSP Indigo17, did not produce a 
sufficiently well thought out analysis. A number of flaws were identified, including the 
                                                
16 Dr Gemma Moore, Sam Davies, Ruth Hynes and Ankita Dwivedi, 256 Gray’s Inn Road HIA: Review 
and Response; 27 June 2019 
17 A merged company comprising WSP and Indigo, April 2019 and who are the architects and 
planners commissioned by UCL to project manage and deliver the development project. 
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absence of the voices of the community at the ‘neighbourhood level’ as they focused 
almost exclusively:  
 

“…on the first layer, 1 [international – our emphasis]. There is a lot of weight 
given to the global impact of the development (in terms of the societal benefits 
from the research being undertaken)… [and] within the HIA there is also a 
focus on layer 4 – the users of the building (i.e. the occupants and patients) 
and the potential impacts to them. It is somewhat surprising that the impacts 
at the neighbourhood level are barely considered within the HIA.”  

 
Within the context of the community impact assessment, as it applies at the 
neighbourhood and community level, views and impressions gained by the UCL 
students with respect to the impact of the proposed development painted a picture 
very similar to those expressed by respondents noted above, especially with respect 
to the construction phase (for which there seems to be no definition as to what this 
means in terms of months or years). A cross section of findings from some of the 
students will suffice by way of example. It  is also worth mentioning that the views 
expressed are based on perception of what might be and not what is happening, 
though many has had to live with construction works in the area lasting for up to 10 
years to complete (and not to mention the pre-planning anxiety and contestations 
that would have been part of the time-line and process).  
 
Doskitas (2019), in her report, for example, talks about the impact on ‘social 
cohesion’ as a result of speaking with residents and agencies across the ‘zones’ she 
had identified. In her report she identified five themes against which she was able to 
capture the voices from her interviews and engagement within the neighbourhood 
(see Fig 1 above as to the area of enquiry). The themes included:  

1. Safety 
2. Trust and shared values 
3. Belonging 
4. Civic engagement 
5. Mutual support and positive social networks. 

Hynes (2019), in her report, provided some further elaboration as to the types of 
concerns people were anxious about:  

• Noise and vibration 
• Air quality 
• Hours of operating (community assets) 
• Accessibility 
• Perception of safety 
• Ability to respond to project and ongoing work 

Others have commented on the loss of feeling of control and self-determination by 
the local community and a reduced feeling of a sense of place, all echoes of what 
came through in the one-to-one interviews and group-based sessions. Davies (2019) 
went on to provide a snippet from a T&RA18 meeting where feelings of frustration and 
disempowerment was clearly visible, in that: “residents highlighted profound 
concerns over power imbalances in the consultation process.”   
Arising from her engagement, she offered the following insights:  

• some voices are more valued than others – e.g. Historic England 

                                                
18 Meeting of the Mount Pleasant Neighbourhood Forum (undated) 
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• resident groups were excluded from conversations during the pre-application 
phase 

• consultation is tokenistic “All the people we’re speaking to are not decision 
makers” 

• the ‘opening bid’ of a nine-storey building was manipulative and made solely 
to ‘concede’ a reduction to seven storeys 

• the promised global prestige of the ‘Knowledge Quarter’ concept was likely to 
sway Camden Council and councillors in favour of the project 

• the planning system was not responsive to arguments about cumulative 
impact because the area spans the local authority boundary of Islington and 
Camden  

• UCL public engagement consultants, Indigo, were biased. 
 
Notwithstanding some ‘construction’ related concerns recognised as being of short-
term impact and implication nature, looking ahead to beyond completion, on the 
whole, respondents to the HIA process were positive. Respondents cited increased 
economic activity and job opportunities in the area, which again echoes the thoughts 
of some of those businesses that we spoke to. Despite this, Dosikas (2019), in her 
report, goes on to say: 

“many had mixed or negative views, expressing concern over the increased 
population flow, less green spaces, and the length of the construction. When 
discussing the long-term change, respondents expressed concern about 
being ‘pushed out’. While they were happy that the neighbourhood was less 
dangerous, many were concerned about rising prices and the corresponding 
risk of displacement: ‘regeneration for the sake of it is not always good […] a 
lot of people won’t be able to afford it anymore.’” (p.10) 

 
Hynes (2019), on the other hand, provided some clearer on the ground examples of 
what the impact could mean on a day to day basis. For example, respondents 
expressed concerns in terms of what they may actually lose (see Fig 10 as to why 
participants attend the Calthorpe):  

• Reduced activities due to noise; 
• Reduced cafe footfall due to construction; 
• Reduced bookings of football pitch which is the main form of income (for the 

Calthorpe); 
• At a Mount Pleasant forum meeting, residents felt that although UCL have 

listened to residents’ objections, there have been no real changes made and 
that the consultation feedback process has so far been a tokenistic exercise 
(as part of the pre-planning phase);  

• Lack of access to resources and the fact that many residents in the local area 
don’t have English as a first language leads to the community feeling 
pressured to accept; 

• The Calthorpe Project often described as a “local gem’’ and ‘’little oasis’’ 
which illustrate people’s perception of the project’s unique function in Kings 
Cross. 

 
Taken as a whole, the general themes and thrust coming out of the voices of those 
we have engaged (including the HIA process), suggests to us that concerns fall into 
two phases of concerns for considerations and within each phase, views are either 
negatively expressed or  positively expressed:  
 

1) Pre-construction and construction phase considerations; and 
2) Post-construction (or permanent) phase of the development. 
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It was evident that when people spoke, they spoke either from a perspective of not 
knowing (pre-planning as well as post planning application submission), or not 
knowing enough about the proposed development to be able to offer much by way of 
concrete impact and implications. However, the concerns they raised spoke clearly 
of the short-term likelihood of disturbances that is inevitable with major construction 
works. At times, respondents reconciled themselves to the inevitability of the 
development taking place though wanting the area to remain the same. This is a 
dilemma for both Calthorpe to reflect on and the developers to ponder.  
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CONCLUSION  
Our starting point was to assess the impact of the Eastman Dental Hospital 
development by UCL on the Calthorpe Community Garden. Through this process, we 
believe we have established a foundation that provides for a positive response to any 
development, the details of which require deeper consultation, an options appraisal 
and a business plan approach. Those we encountered - given the focus was on 
impact of the development on the Calthorpe - largely engaged regular and irregular 
users. Those we encountered during the process raised concerns over the impact 
the development will have on the Calthorpe Community Garden, such as, for 
example, the height and massing of the buildings and issues of overshadowing 
amongst others. 
Without a doubt the voices coming through spoke well of the value and meaning of 
the Calthorpe to the users, volunteers and local residents.  Future aspirations 
focused on opportunities, which some saw as perhaps sustainable possibilities for 
the Calthorpe which they recognised as being something the organisation will need 
to seriously consider. One respondent even went so far as to proffer suggestions as 
to where/how they could perhaps increase revenue while another hinted at building 
on the roof of the current building to create a ‘rooftop’ garden space. All this 
demonstrates that in the face of the possible upheavals that the development is likely 
to engender, people were optimistic and could see some opportunities to arise – 
should the development go ahead. This therefore throws up some questions that the 
Calthorpe will need to consider: 

1) To what extent does the development process provide an opportunity for the 
centre’s sustainability over the longer term: 

o Where does the Calthorpe see itself over the coming 10yrs? Will its 
Business Plan require reviewing/updating? 

o Will it be able to put into place opportunities now as a result of and/or in 
parallel with the developments (single disruption consideration)? 

o What level of compensation (if applicable) would they require from the 
developers for any loss of earnings and/or space? 

2) To what extent will the development adversely impact on the work of the 
centre and what it means to the local residents in the way the Calthorpe is 
currently organised and configured? 

o Is the Calthorpe broadly in favour of the developments or will it reject it 
out of hand - and will it have a choice? 

o Does the centre need to close and if so, for how long? 

o Are there some areas of operation that will not be adversely affected 
and so could remain open if some areas have to close? 

o Will existing users be able to access other local provisions and what of 
the staff during periods of closure? 

o Will there be any implications on funding streams (current and 
approaching ones)? 

The HIA analysis, which preceded the community impact assessment, showed that 
the planners had not effectively or sufficiently given due consideration at the 
neighbourhood level to the health implications of the proposed planning – short term 
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and longer term.  Based on the reports of UCL MSc students involved on the HIA, 
the summative conclusion was that those stakeholders interviewed identified the 
importance of maintaining a sense of place for residents during the construction 
process by ensuring adequate lighting, security and designing hoardings and 
scaffoldings that is aesthetically pleasing, clean and welcoming. As the process is 
likely to be stressful for residents, maintaining a visual sense of place becomes 
increasingly important to mitigate this (i.e. stressfulness). 
As a result of our analyses, we have pulled together the key learning as a typological 
matrix, which takes into consideration the two phases we have identified as ‘pre and 
construction phase’ and ‘post construction and permanent’ phase (see Fig 12). 
Linked to the two phases we have captured the voices in terms of how they saw the 
impact on their lives, the neighbourhood and the Calthorpe; these we have 
represented as being negatively expressed or positively expressed. In so doing we 
wish to bring to the fore, and in one place, an overview that best illustrates the 
concerns and so better inform discussions and debate, both internally (the 
Calthorpe) and externally (Camden Council and the Developers). The typology is not 
perfect – they never are – but we believe it provides a useful starting point to help in 
the decision-making process, which ultimately lie outside the scope of the authors of 
this report.  
The quadrants within the typology show the ‘range’ of the voices grouped as two 
poles as either positive or negative expressions. Thus: 
PHASE: PRE AND CONSTRUCTION 
OPTIMISM/OPPORTUNISTIC:  Those who believe that short term pain (noise and 
disruptions etc) will bring about new opportunities for the Calthorpe and the area 
(esp. businesses). 
DISRUPTIVE/DISPLACEMENT: Those who believe that the level of disruption might 
mean existing users etc of the Calthorpe might be displaced and never to come 
back. 
PHASE: POST CONSTRUCTION/PERMANENT 
LEAP OF FAITH/NEW OPPORTUNITIES: Those who are unaware of the 
development but believe it might be good for the area. 
COMMUNITY/DISLOCATION: Those who express sense of ‘possible’ loss to 
‘community’ as a result of new (modern) developments not built around existing 
provisions and set within a broader political context of loss of social housing and 
community voices. 
Finally, as our approach sought to give expression and a platform to those voices in 
the neighbourhood, linked to the Calthorpe and therefore likely to be impacted upon, 
it is our belief that those voices need to be heard and be integral to any planning 
process. The key findings to emerge can be summarised thus:  

a) The Calthorpe reflects and represent a thriving and respected community hub 
reflecting diversity of users who are representative of local communities; 

b) The Calthorpe provides a good example of intergenerational and inter-cultural 
experiences under in one ‘garden’; 

c) Though the respondents to our survey were largely aged over 36yrs (with 
higher response rate for over 50yrs) this belied the appeal of, and, use made 
of the provision by those under 30yrs (e.g. football pitch; early years 
programme); 
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d) The Cafe provides a meeting place and opportunity to gain employment 
experience as well as being the ‘centre’ of the garden;  

e) The staff at the Calthorpe are highly respected by users and evidence 
illustrates they ‘love’ being at the Calthorpe; 

f) The garden plots (allotments) reflect family and community engagement, 
especially the Bengali and Family garden plots, where a wide range of 
produces are grown, many of which reflect culturally diverse communities, 
with conversations and interaction taking place over the plants, shrubs etc; 

g) The Calthorpe provides open spaces where people can sit and relax and 
think. Respondents commented on its tranquillity and therapeutic opportunity 
it offers them (see Figs 10 and 11). Comments showed that people use the 
garden to combat loneliness and isolation, to use the space to engage (i.e. an 
elderly couple uses it as means to get out of house and “stretch legs”);  

h) There are emerging opportunities in the area for Calthorpe to engage with 
wider issues around employment and enterprise. Closed shops could offer 
opportunities for Calthorpe to extend the cafe principles with the right 
partnership and business plan in place. As part of any ‘blue sky thinking’ 
approach, this is an area of departure that the Calthorpe may wish to explore; 

i) The Calthorpe could look to explore mutually beneficial opportunities with the 
Dementia Research Centre if the development goes ahead, especially with 
regards to isolation and being engaged in stimulating ventures and 
opportunities; 

j) Residents in and around the area are deeply concerned about the short-term 
noise and disruptions that will be caused when the demolition and 
constructions start.  
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Fig 12: CONCERNS AND IMPACT TYPOLOGICAL MODEL: KEY THEMES 
 Positive (+) Negative (-) 

 
PRE A
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D

 CO
N
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CTIO

N
 PH
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   OPTIMISM                        
OPPORTUNISTIC 
 
It is a community space open to all, that engage 
people from any age or background, it promotes 
inclusion, embrace diversity and the community 
is still the centre of the activities and services it 
provided – a green oasis in a hostile area. 
 
Beautiful calm space right near Kings cross, 
friendly and welcoming staff, ability to sit in cafe 
and work or meet people. I love learning about 
all the new projects and ideas. 
 
It's an amazing space - a much needed green 
space in an increasingly urban area. I get a 
sense of being somewhere different - in a way a 
nicer world as soon as I walk over the bridge. It's 
a very different sensation to that which you get 
walking into a park due to the people and 
activities going on there 
 
Difficult to find alternatives but HCA and Coram's 
cover some of the areas. 
 
Nowhere quite like the Calthorpe in this area! 
 
There is nowhere else – maybe will find another 
local growing project. 
 
It's generally quiet around here [business wise], 
so new traffic might be a blessing. 
 
I have been here 40yrs and the only business 
still open this side of the hospital; the other two 
closed last year. We might get some new 
businesses as it's generally quiet around here. 
 
 
 
 

DISRUPTIVE                        
DISPLACEMENT 
The children and parents who use the 
Calthorpe would have nowhere else to 
go...locally. Most of the children and who use 
the Calthorpe live very local.  
 
There is no comparable garden cafe in the 
area.  
 
I go to other early years groups, but none offer 
the mix of indoor and outdoor space or the 
environmental focus. 
 
Please make sure the gardens remain. There 
is nowhere like it. That would be yet more 
development hell. The blighters benefit from all 
the fundraising you do to create a community 
gardens, so they better not impinge on it. 
 
There isn't a comparable place for me to go to, 
but I would volunteer for another community 
cafes… I doubt it would give me the same 
quality of experience in terms of all-round 
wellbeing that volunteering for the Calthorpe 
gives me.  
 
I only live about 1/4 of my time in Camden. My 
main interest in the Project is that I had a 
daughter with special needs and I very much 
applaud any attempts to help children and 
young adults who have had a less than 
fortunate start in life. The existence of a safe 
green space in central London is crucial to this.  
 
There is no similar place that I can go with the 
same emotional attachment.  
 
Union Jack Club Waterloo, which is nothing 
like Calthorpe but serves as a meeting place.  
 
The group stated that it was not known what 
would happen with the sports pitch as there 
was nowhere else suitable in the area, so 
some way had to be found to give that 
continuity.  
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 Positive (+) Negative (-) 

 
PO

ST CO
N

STRU
CTIO

N
/PERM
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N
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LEAP OF FAITH                     NEW 
OPPORTUNITIES 
 
The staff are very welcoming, and the sense of 
otherness encourages people to engage with each 
other in a way they might not otherwise do.  
 
It's just so good to have such a facility in inner London. 
It's quite tranquil and the cafe is great.  
 
It is a unique place, but I'll try to find something 
similar… 
  
It would be ironic that a Dementia Research Institute 
might encroach on the garden, which was the very 
thing that would help bring people with dementia some 
peace and sense of well-being!  
 
We would like there to be more facilities and activities 
inside the centre, both for ourselves and our 
children.  This is important during winter and when the 
weather isn't good, and we need to come inside.  
 
I would love to extend Calthorpe's reputation as an 
'eco' sustainability hub, with more support for 
community leaders, social entrepreneurs and mission 
driven businesses to help them with business 
modelling, leadership training, health and wellbeing 
initiatives.   
 
More regular events; make the Calthorpe an appealing 
venue; an information centre; a learning space. 
 
Easier wheelchair access when going around the 
garden and storage. 
 
Keep it a place where visitors can be quiet and enjoy 
nature.  
 

COMMUNITY                   
DISLOCATION 
It is a green oasis in smog polluted area, 
very friendly, and I used to go to college 
over the road in 1970's. Not only that, my 
mother was a resident artist at the dental 
hospital in 1960's and I had all my milk 
teeth filled by student dentists! So, I feel 
sentimental about that area.  
 
Local community asset, breath- of-air in 
busy city area, provides great services for 
local residents and a place of calm and 
beauty for passers-by. A locally-grown 
community asset to be treasured.  
 
Please make sure the gardens remain. 
There is nowhere like it. That would be yet 
more development hell. The blighters 
benefit from all the fundraising you do to 
create a community gardens, so they 
better not impinge on it! 
 
UCL had not yet given enough to the 
project in [my] view. A considerable 
amount of research had been done about 
the neighbourhood in scope to the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
UCL’s expansion plans involve too much 
on the site, and unnecessary damage to 
Calthorpe. Why did UCL need to encroach 
on Calthorpe’s land? 
 
Sons and daughters of existing families 
have been forced to move away impacting 
on the care of elderly relatives as well as 
on the Council’s resources and 
furthermore weakening the local 
communities considerably. The changes 
undergone by the demography of the area 
have become a factor in the decreasing 
local school roles, which for the first time 
in the long local history of the local 
primary school, has seen the closure on 
one of Somers Town’s primary schools (St 
Aloysius RC primary school), further 
undermining the cohesion of the local 
communities. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that the Calthorpe Community Garden 
offers something that is highly valued and cherished. Its intergenerational, inclusive 
and diverse community focused approach marks it out as a place where people are 
inspired to go. From the voices we have heard, it is the wishes of those who 
engaged in the process that the Calthorpe Community Garden should be protected 
and supported to continue operating during and in the aftermath of the development. 
This will require a range of decisions and actions by current partners as well as 
potential ones, of which the local authority and the UCL would be key. 
We recommend therefore that: 
Pre and construction phase: 
For the developers:  

• Objections have been raised about the health and the design features and 
flaws within the development plan (especially concerns with regards to 
overlooking into the garden and how uncomfortable that could be for various 
users) and so the developers should give serious consideration to a design 
solution that will best address these concerns.  

• The developers to provide evidence that it is possible to mitigate the 
disruption from dust, noise, and vibration so that users can continue their 
enjoyment of the garden as a place of peace and tranquillity.  The adverse 
health impact and level of disruption during construction could blight the 
Garden and put it back decades, especially as it has taken many years to 
build the type of provision that many have come to call 'home'. 

For the Trustees/staff: 

• The Trustees/staff give serious thought to how best to maintain features of the 
garden and its programme of activities, the cafe and the indoor meeting space 
throughout the construction phase of the development. This may necessitate 
closing certain areas and/or entering into alternative and collaborative 
arrangements with providers in the area, some of which we were able to 
identify (see Appendix 2). 

• The Trustees/staff should ensure a programme of continuing communication 
takes place with internal and external stakeholders on the development 
implications as it affects users of the Calthorpe Community Garden, especially 
if decisions will affect opening and closure of all or parts of the service or 
alternative arrangements being put in place.  

 

For Camden Council: 

• The Local Authority needs to consider proper compensation by way of rent 
reductions for Calthorpe Community Garden, including a rent-free period 
during the peak of construction.  The Local Authority could also use its powers 
to provide Calthorpe Community Garden with meanwhile use spaces at 
peppercorn rent. 

Post construction phase: 
For the developers: 
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• The developers need to provide a better offer to the local community.  
Synergy and collaborative work between the dementia research centre 
and Calthorpe Community Garden will clearly add value to the 
development. 

For Trustees/staff: 

• The Trustees/staff to review its current business plan to reflect new 
possibilities and opportunities that may arise as a result of the 
development and which could be realised through the s106 agreement and 
other funding opportunities 

• Trustees/staff to consider options to enlarge the footprint of the current 
building   to meet an appetite amongst users for an improved provision 
leading to the longer-term sustainability of the Garden. Some voices 
suggested to explore the idea of building a real rooftop garden facility, 
where new programmes and services can be developed, others the 
reshaping and reconfiguration of the current layout of the garden.  
Considerations of this kind inevitably, imply modifications and/or 
enlargement of the building itself and will require planning permission.  

For Camden Council: 

• Local Authority support for an increased footprint for Calthorpe Community 
Garden – and extended services post construction –would help 
compensate the community for the loss of services during construction. 

• As a significant addition to the ‘knowledge quarter’, the Local Authority 
could play an enabling role in brokering a relationship between the 
University and the Calthorpe Living Lab, given its community-centred 
closed-loop ‘experimentations’ with recycling organic waste from the cafe 
through its small-scale anaerobic digester system.  

• In view of the Garden’s uniqueness and clear evidence of impact on the 
lives of local residents, the local authority (Camden Council) should 
seriously consider how best they could support the longer term 
sustainability of the project and its programmes in the aftermath of the 
development, should it go ahead. 
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Appendix 1: Proposed scope of the project with deliverables and approach 
submitted to the Calthorpe Trustees 
Outcome 1: Background research and analysis. This includes: 
 

• Analysis of feasibility, health and equality assessment19  
• Develop a detailed understanding of the local context and the diverse 

communities involved (we call this a local audit or fact check) which will 
include both community profiling: and demographic profiles. It is crucial to 
involve and engage with local communities right from the beginning. 

• Collate and analyse existing community data (this could include reports by the 
Mount Pleasant Neighbourhood Forum, local voluntary sector organisations 
and local community networks).  

• Analyse previous assessments and evaluations of the Calthorpe project 
• Seek feedback, inputs and support for the proposed MoU (Memorandum of 

Understanding) and potential new site planning from local people, groups and 
wider community  

• A brief report will be produced – with maps and other visualisations – that 
profiles the community that is being impacted upon including stakeholder 
mapping and the mapping of community assets and other physical and social 
infrastructure that is important to the community.  This will be discussed with 
Trustees, Calthorpe’s team of consultants and other local stakeholders at a 
workshop or working group. 

 
Outcome 2: Community-led Impact Assessment. This includes:   
 

• The draft questionnaire and draft indicators and appropriate participatory 
methods will be  

• discussed and agreed with The Calthorpe Project trustees and other key 
stakeholders through a co-design group. 

• The assessment is likely to include a mix of workshops or focus groups, 
structured interviews with key stakeholders, an online survey that targets 
respective client groups, participants to the centre;  

• Neighbourhood Forum; Resident Associations (immediate) Board/Trustees. 
• The proposal is to conduct 2 x 2hour workshops and 8 structured interviews, 

which may be altered through discussion. 
• Gemma Moore and Richard Lee will create framework and templates for the 

assessment process, ensuring both tangible and intangible issues are fully 
taken into account 

 
Outcome 3: Report findings. This includes:  
  

• Consider how data from the impact assessment will be shared, analysed 
and fit with data  

• produced by the other consultants. 
• With the co-design group, agree draft findings of the assessment and 

prepare a draft report that includes visual communications 
• Share the report both face to face and online and at meetings with Camden 

Council and the planning applicant if appropriate. A community workshop 
where findings are presented to the public could be included. 

                                                
19 Dr Gemma Moore, Senior Teaching Fellow, UCL Bartlett Institute of Environmental Design and  
Engineering, who will coordinate contributions about the HIA from MSc students from the course 
Health, Wellbeing and Sustainable Buildings. Richard Lee will gather views from the Just Space 
network (e.g. Beyond Just Now and FW Business Ltd) 
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Outcome 4: Future proofing of the development. This includes: 
 
• Consider any changes that need to be made to the planning application (to be 

forwarded to LUC who lead on the planning application formal response) 
• Consider how to position the needs that have been identified in the impact 

assessment as part of the s106 (working with LUC who are leading on the s106) 
• Consider the future, with respect to drawing out blue sky thinking about the 

opportunities and potential for The Calthorpe Project and other local groups 
• Inform a feasibility assessment for the Calthorpe Project, its funding needs and 

its relationship with UCL. A Business Plan for the Calthorpe Project could be a 
next step. These could be through the co-design group or a community workshop 
with multi-stakeholders involved. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Richard Lee 
Just Space  
2 May 2019 
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APPENDIX 2: MAPPING OF LOCAL PROVISIONS IN AND AROUND THE 
CALTHORPE: INITIAL OUTLINE  
ORGANISATIONS/PROVIDERS Bloomsbury Neighbourhood 

(shaded) 
Age UK - Camden  
Ancient Courtyard  
Architectural Association school 
of Architect 

 

Asia Contemporary Art  
British Museum  
Brunei Gallery  
Bloomsbury Patient Network  

Charles Dickens Museum  

Dominion Theatre  

Domo Baal Contemporary 
Gallery 

 

Camden Schools Sports 
Association  

 

Camden Chinese Community 
Centre Youth Club  

 

Camden Association for Foster 
Care  

 

Calthorpe Project   
British Postal Museum and 
Archives 

 

Brownies Holborn 3rd   
Brunswick Gallery  
British Pregnancy 
Advisory Service London 
Central  
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Birkbeck (University of London)   
Asian Women Lone Parents 
Association 

 

Cartoon Art Trust  
Coram (Formerly Thomas 
Coram Foundation for 
Children)  

 

Coram Adoption and Permanent 
Families Service  

 

Coram Housing and Support 
Services  

 

Coram Parents Centre   
Centrepoint Frederick Street 
Hostel  

 

Chadswell Healthy Living Centre 
BAME Supporting Community 
Project  

 

Collingham Gardens Nursery   
Camden United Football Project   
Central London Shodokan Aikido   
Central YMCA Club   
Centrepoint Frederick Street 
Hostel  

 

Chadswell Healthy Living Centre 
- BAME Supporting Community 
Project  

 

CITE – Communities into 
Training & Employment 

 

Corams Fields User Group  
(CFUG)  

 

Debutots Early Years Drama  
Foundling Museum  
Great Ormond Street Hospital for 
Children Voluntary Services  

 

Guides Holborn 17th   
Guides Holborn 3rd   
Holborn Community Association   
Holborn Library   
Holborn Community Association 
Bedford House Gymnastics Club  

 

Love ketchup Simmons Gallery  

Mace Montessori School  

Nava Kala   
Coram's Fields and the 
Harmsworth Memorial 
Playground  

 

Coram's Fields Colonnades 
Under Fives Drop in   

 

Coram's Fields Sports  
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Development Programme  
Kings Cross Brunswick 
Neighbourhood Association 
Youth Work  

 

Kings Cross Chinese Group   
Kings Cross Wing Chun   
Learning Disabilities Forum 
(Camden Council)  

 

London Contemporary Dance 
School at The Place  

 

London Infinity Elite 
Cheerleaders  
(Formerly the Calthorpe Allstars. 
Including the Calthorpe Cougars, 
Calthorpe Cubs, Infinity Elite 
Allstars, Mighty and Mini Maidens 
and the Mighty Mustangs. 
Formerly known as Calthorpe 
Cheer and Pom Dance Groups).  

 

London Tae Kwon-Do / Self-
Defence club (UK TKD)  

 

Marchmont Community Centre,   
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Percival David Foundation of 
Chinese Art 

 

Proud Camden  
Rainbow Trust Children's Charity   
Scouts 17th Holborn  
(Also known as 17th Holborn 
Great Ormond Street Hospital 
Scout and Guide Group)  

 

Scouts Holborn 8th (Including 
Explorer Scouts Holborn 
and Network Scouts 
Holborn)  

 

Somali Community Development 
Trust  

 

Special Educational Needs Joint 
Initiative for Training  

 

St Mungos Hostel (Endsleigh 
Gardens)  

 

Kick Start London (Formerly 
Camden Accommodation 
Scheme)  

 

Y-Active at Central YMCA After 
School Activities  

 

Y-Active at Central YMCA 
Creche  

 

Y-Active at Central YMCA 
Holiday Playschemes  

 

YMCA Shodokan Aikido Club   
Young Friends of the British 
Museum  

 

Wellcome Foundation   
One KX Community Centre   
Only Connect   
The Place  
The Careers Group – University 
of London 

 

RADA Studios  
 

 

University College Hospital 
(UCH) Paediatric and Adolescent 
Ambulatory Care Unit  

 

University College London Day 
Nursery  

 

Viridian Housing Helen Graham 
House (Formerly known as 
Servite Houses Helen 
Graham House)  

 

Wu Shu Kwan Chinese 
Kickboxing Bloomsbury  

 

Westminster Kingsway College  
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Appendix 3: Calthorpe Community Garden by the numbers 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 
The data captured in this ‘Briefing Paper’ reflect the Phase 2/3 approaches conducted by 
Just Space - survey response and face to face interviews (structured and unstructured) -  
and do not therefore reflect data emerging from the work of the UCL students who 
conducted the Health Impact Assessment (HIA) as part of the wider CIA approach20. This 
paper deliberately sets out to share initial data driven information to emerge from the survey 
and interviews. There will be a separately produced document which covers some of the 
‘qualitative’ responses from the depth interviews referred to in this Briefing Paper. 

The data captured below are drawn from: 

• The on-line survey, which took place between 26 June to 22 July 2019; and 
• Follow up interviews/Focus group at the Garden. 

 
THE ON-LINE SURVEY 
By the close of the survey 32 responses were received.   

The approach enabled us to identify staff/volunteers directly engaged in the work of the 
Community Garden alongside those who are daily/regular users of the Garden. It should also 
be noted that some of the volunteers are also regular users of the facilities, especially the 
allotments and the café. 

The online survey also contained four open ended questions from which we were able to 
capture some qualitative responses from respondents. These have been captured 
thematically in the full report.  

The responses came from both staff/volunteers and the general users of the community 
garden: 53% to 47% split, with responses being greatest from staff/volunteers than general 
users (17 to 15: see Fig 1). Table 1 provides an overview of the breakdown of those who 
indicated that they were either paid staff or volunteers21 with the data presented by the 
graphs and Tables below reflecting the following key characteristics: 

• Staff/volunteers based at the centre who responded indicated that the majority were 
volunteers (41%) compared to paid staff (29%) [see Table 1] 

• The overwhelming majority of respondents came from Camden (63%), which was 
expected given its location in Camden (Fig 2), with 87% of non-staff respondents 
coming from Camden and Islington (Table 2) 

• 75% female to 25% male gender split (Fig 3)  
• Only 9% of respondents were aged under 35yrs (Fig 4), with the overwhelming 

majority falling within the 56yrs+ age range (53%). 
• There were no respondents classifying themselves as black - neither staff/volunteer 

or general users - with the overwhelming ethnicity of respondents being white (84%: 
see Fig 5) 

 

Fig 1: Category of respondents: staff/volunteer compared to residents 

                                                
20 Please refer to the work of Dr Gemma Moore, UCL 
21 Note, we separated those who were volunteers on the Management Board/Trustees as well as 
those who volunteered more generally around the garden.    
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Base number: 32 respondents 

 

Table 1: Breakdown of staff/volunteer at the Calthorpe 
Description Actual Percent (%) 

Paid worker (full/part-
time) 

5 29% 

Volunteer 7 41% 
Board/Trustee member 1 6% 

Other/Did not say 4 24% 
Total 17 100 

 
  

47%
53%

Non-staff

Staff/volunteers
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Fig 2: Borough where respondents reside  

 

 
Table 2: Respondents by category and borough of residence 
Category of 
respondents Borough of residence 

Total Barnet 
Camde

n Enfield Hackney Haringey Harrow Islington 
Tower 

Hamlets 

Non-staff 0 11 0 0 1 1 2 0 15 

Staff/volunte
er 

1 9 1 1 1 0 2 2 17 

Total 1 20 1 1 2 1 4 2 32 

N= 32 
 
 
  

3%

63%3%
3%

6%

3%

13%

6% Barnet

Camden

Enfield

Hackney

Haringey

Harrow

Islington

Tower Hamlets
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Fig 3: Gender of respondents 

 
 

Fig 4: Age range of respondents 

 
Fig 5: Ethnicity of respondents  

75%

25%

Female

Male

3% 6%

38%53%

17-21

22-35

36-55

56+
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Table 3: Respondents by category and ethnicity 
Category of 
respondents Ethnicity of all respondents 

Total White (UK) White (Other) Mixed heritage Chinese 

Non-staff 11 3 1 0 15 

Staff/volunt
eer 

7 7 2 1 17 

Total 18 10 3 1 32 
 

  

11

3

1 0

7 7

2 1

WHITE (UK) WHITE (OTHER) MIXED HERITAGE CHINESE

ETHNICITY OF ALL RESPONDENTS

Non-staff Staff/volunteer
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WHY PARTICIPANTS ATTEND THE CALTHORPE? 
Participants who were non-staff (n=15) attended the Calthorpe for a variety of reasons, 
which we have captured in the full report. Based on the responses to the survey: 

• Close to half of respondents who were not staff/volunteers indicated that they 
participated in more than 1 activity at the CCG (see Fig 6) 

• The majority of respondents (27%) cited ‘meeting/socialising’ as a reason for 
engaging with the Calthorpe (Table 3). The Café was seen by many as the principle 
site for meeting/socialising and so, by combining responses to the ‘Café’ and 
‘Meeting/socialising’, it is clear that close half (47%) of respondents who were non-
staff/volunteers saw the Calthorpe as a space for meeting/socialising (not necessarily 
business meetings as interviews revealed). 

• As Fig 7 shows, 93% of respondents took less than 15minutes travel time, which 
suggests local residence, and, combined with the fact that the majority came from 
Camden (See Table 2), this further suggest that the Calthorpe is very much a local 
community resource. 

• Local access (9 responses) and garden space (8 responses) were perhaps the 
greatest motivating reasons why respondents attended the Calthorpe (Table 4). 
These were also factors/themes that arose during the depth interview process (see 
separate paper on this). 

• While at the Calthorpe, respondents spent upwards of 1hour to 2hrs (see Fig 8) 

 

Fig 6: Participation in more than one activity at the Calthorpe 

 
Base number = 15 

 

  

53%
47% Yes

No
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Table 3: Areas of engagement within the Calthorpe by respondents who were not 
staff/volunteers 

Activity programme Frequency Percent (%) 

CYP programme 3 20% 
Cafe 3 20% 

Food Growing 1 7% 
Early years 1 7% 

Meeting/socialising 4 27% 

Relaxation/health 1 7% 
Hirer 2 13% 
Total 15 100 

 

Table 4: The importance of particular activities at the Calthorpe to respondents 

Description 
of activities 

Importance rating 
Not at all 
important 

Not 
sure 

Important Very 
important 

Did not 
say/skipped 

Gardening 1 1 3 5 5 
Local access 0 1 2 7 5 

Play space 3 1 2 4 5 
Sport 

activities 
4 1 2 3 5 

Environmental 2 1 2 5 5  
Volunteering 2 2 3 3 5 
Employment 
opportunities 

3 1 5 1 5 

Health & 
wellbeing 

2 2 2 3 6 

Base number = 15 
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Fig 7: Length of time it took respondents to travel to the Calthorpe Community 
Garden 

 
Fig 8: Length of time spent on activities while at the Calthorpe Community Garden 
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FOLLOW UP INTERVIEWS/ FOCUS GROUP  
As part of the process, we sought to better understand why people attend the 
Calthorpe as well as to explore the views of users of the Calthorpe of the proposed 
development for the Eastman Dental Hospital, which adjoins the CCG. 
The process involved face to face interviews, one to ones as well as focused group 
sessions (where these could be accommodated and arranged) as well as telephone 
interviews with 23 users, volunteers and staff members. Group based sessions also 
took place with follow ups with individuals as well as ‘written’ submissions from some 
people who, due to commitments such as holiday and work, could not make 
telephone or group-based sessions. Their written views have been included and 
incorporated where appropriate and relevant within the broader narrative of the 
impact analysis within the full report.  
For the purpose of this particular data focused paper, some of the characteristics of 
this approach were: 

• As Fig 9 shows, including staff/volunteers, 11 respondents (representing 34% 
of all responses) indicated that they would participate in follow up interviews. 
All prospective participants provided a contact number and/or email address. 
We were not able to interview two people contacted though provided written 
comments and two email addresses bounced back. 

• While the majority of users and staff who responded were categorised as 
‘white’ (see Table 3), the follow up, focus group and interviews provided a 
more ethnically diverse cohort of users which starts to reflect the wider 
community within which the Calthorpe sits (see ward level data in the main 
report). As Fig 10 shows, 40% of our interviews were with BAME respondents 
(users, staff and business proprietors in the local area).  

• There were more female than male respondents (65:35% split: see Fig 11), 
with the majority of all interviewees living within Camden (65%) or Islington 
(20%) – see Fig 12. 
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Fig 9: Willingness to participate in follow up interviews (actual) 

 
Base number = 32 

 

Fig 10: Ethnicity of interviewees 

 
Base number = 23 
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Fig 11: Depth interviews by gender 

 
 

Fig 12: Depth interviews by residence (i.e. where respondents lived) 

 
 

 

 

Karl Murray & Sona Mahtani 
For Just Space 
9 August 2019 
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APPENDIX 4: THE HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT - CONTEXT AND 
RATIONALE 

Bartlett Institute of Environmental Design and Engineering - Health and 
Wellbeing in Cities: Theory and Practice  
 
This document outlines the coursework of the MSc module Health and Wellbeing in 
Cities, providing details of the aims of the coursework; the activity; and the proposed 
case study (the UCL Centre of Excellence for Neurology and Dementia Research).  

What is the aim of the coursework? 
How we think about and assess health has changed – there is a widespread 
understanding that health is not just about our individual physical state but is 
connected to wider social and environmental determinants. Health and wellbeing in 
the built environment is a complex system, with a range of interchangeable, 
interrelated factors. For instance, the air we breathe, the social networks we have, 
the housing we live in and sense of community all impact upon our health and 
wellbeing. Health and wellbeing factors are increasingly recognised as a key part of 
urban design and planning decisions. The investigation of how health relates to the 
urban environment has led to the emergence of policies, metrics and approaches to 
understanding including the BRE Healthy Cities Index and tools such as Health 
Impact Assessments (HIAs).  
These not only raise awareness of the link between environment and our health but 
strive to ensure better decisions to enhance health communities. However, there is a 
debate over the creation and use of metrics and indicators, fundamentally who 
assesses, what and how, and the implications of and influences on the planning 
decision-making and urban design.  
The overall aim of the coursework is to design and conduct a health and wellbeing 
impact assessment through a process of action research. The students worked 
groups to critically and systematically assess an urban development proposal in 
terms of potential impacts on health and wellbeing.  

What is a health and wellbeing impact assessment? 
A health impact assessment can be defined as: “a combination of procedures, 
methods and tools that systematically judges the potential, and sometimes 
unintended, effects of a policy, plan, programme or project on both the health of the 
population and the distribution of those effects within the population. Health impact 
assessments identifies appropriate actions to manage those effects” 22 
Students were expected to draw on methods to design an approach to assess health 
and wellbeing of an urban development proposal. They were required to collect, 
collate and compare different types of evidence, engage with different stakeholders 
to discuss methods and the meanings of the information collected, alongside 
critically judging the topics and issues raised and their potential effects on health and 
wellbeing.  

                                                
22 International Association of Impact Assessment (2006) HIA International Best Practice Principles, 
https://www.scribd.com/document/26734552/HIA-International-Best-Practice-Principles-IAIA-2006, 
accessed on 16/11/17 
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What is the chosen urban development proposal for the health and wellbeing 
impact assessment? 
The case study chosen was the new UCL Centre of Excellence for Neurology and 
Dementia Research on Grays Inn Road. 
This has been chosen as a case study as the proposal is at an early stage, and its 
immediate neighbours (the Calthorpe Project) recognise that the planning, 
construction, and subsequent operation of UCL Centre of Excellence for Neurology 
and Dementia Research will bring both significant impacts and opportunities to local 
communities living around it – and are therefore interested in our findings.  

What happened? 
Twenty-nine students were involved in this coursework. The students worked in 6 
groups to critically and systematically assess an urban development proposal in 
terms of potential impacts on health and wellbeing, for the proposed case study (the 
UCL Centre of Excellence for Neurology and Dementia Research).  
Each group of students decided to focus their health and wellbeing impact 
assessment on different social or environmental determinants of health, designing an 
appropriate data collection approach for the topic they investigated. The six students’ 
groups focused upon the following areas:  

1. The construction process and stakeholder engagement 
2. Public open space   
3. Social cohesion  
4. Green infrastructure 
5. Broad (social and environmental) 
6. Economic security 

The students submitted individual reports as part of their coursework, at the end of 
April 2019. 
 
 
 
Dr Gemma Moore 
The Bartlett Institute of Environmental Design and Engineering - Health and 
Wellbeing in Cities: Theory and Practice  
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APPENDIX 5: SOME METHODOLOGICAL CHALLENGES  
The questions raised about the methodology and practice are very important to Just 
Space. We would like to learn from the experience to enable such similar processes 
to be undertaken. In the ‘Afterword’ to The Bartlett Development Planning Unit’s 
(DPU) publication, Social Impact in the London Planning: MSc Urban Development 
Planning Practice Module Report (September 2018), the need to pilot a social impact 
assessment approach was mooted as needing to take place as and when the 
opportunity arose. The proposed development of the Eastman Dental Hospital site 
offered just that opportunity and so, from this, we would like to provide some 
guidance to others wishing to undertake community impact assessments.  
 
Challenges and limitations 
 
The methodology proposed in the Just Space joint publication with UCL 
DPU suggested we conduct a local baseline study to document existing community 
assets, spaces and networks (housing, employment, social and community 
infrastructure, green infrastructure, transport) a needs assessment that pays close 
attention to social class as well as representation from protected groups under the 
Equalities Act 2010.  
 
The particular circumstances and planning proposition confronting us had to be 
taken into account as well as available resources to conduct the assessment set 
against a backdrop of a formal planning approval application process that has a time 
scale against which responses has to be made. In this sense, the assessment was 
more a reactive response rather than a proactive position. The need for the 
assessment came after the proposal had been lodged with Camden Council’s 
Planning Department and, most importantly, was instigated by the organisation 
directly impacted upon by the proposal rather than the developers undertaking an 
assessment ahead of its proposal. This makes a qualitative difference in the 
approach, especially the depth and degree of engagement over the given time scale. 
For example, this meant having to make decisions as to the scope of the 
assessment in terms of geographical boundary and those who are likely to be most 
affected by the proposed development (we termed these ‘primary impact’ 
respondents). The needs of the organisation funding the assessment was therefore 
upper most in our mind.  
 
The approach that we took threw up other challenges. In no ranked order of 
importance, they can be summarised as follows: 

a) Geographic boundaries (primary sphere of impact): A key approach at Phases 
2 and 3 related to establishing the ‘parameter and boundary’ and the definition 
of the ‘community’ in determining ‘impact’. We had to spend some time 
understanding the organisation and who were its clients, customers, and 
beneficiaries. In other words, who are likely to be impacted upon in respect to 
the Calthorpe (the raison d’etre for why we were undertaking the assessment 
in the first instance)? This was critical as it allowed us to establish the 
boundary of engagement and helped the Trustees to better understand the 
possibilities and to be able to provide crucial guidance, especially as time was 
of critical importance. The production of a ‘community’ profile, complete with 
data that were both primary sourced as well as secondary sourced proved 
helpful in the decision-making process. This included census data, and other 
neighbourhood area data from various sources. The data, drawn from census 
information, Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), the Calthorpes’ own user 
survey and the HIA process that had been conducted earlier, provided a 
useful starting point to the Calthorpe as they begin to consider their business 
plan coming out of the process; that is, to respond to the question ‘where do 
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we go from here?’ 
 
The process of discovering the boundary was not straightforward, and the 
resulting focus on the concept of the ‘Calthorpe community’ was a process 
rather than a starting point. There was a process of discovery generated 
through a focus early on as to the geographical boundary that would guide our 
early interactions, which included those key formal arrangements, such as 
tenants and resident associations, for example. This enabled us to identify the 
geographical reach of the project and thereby those who are likely to be the 
‘primary spheres of impact’. This enabled us to undertake interviews with local 
businesses in the ‘immediate impact zone’, which brought to light further 
relevant data about the broadly positive attitude of local businesses towards 
area development, that is potentially useful to both the Calthorpe Community 
Garden and the local authority.   

 
b) Primary spheres of impact: The community impact assessment was designed 

to look at the possible impact (real and perceived) from the perspective of 
those who we considered to be either primary sphere of impact or secondary 
sphere of impact; that is, those immediately implicated such as the regular 
users, staff and volunteers of the Calthorpe while the secondary related to 
other stake-holders, such as those living within the immediate and further 
afield as well as local businesses. While we were able to engage fruitfully 
those we termed ‘primary spheres of impact’, time-constraint did not allow us 
to extend greatly beyond a 0.5m radius, a boundary that the HIA assessment 
had determined. This provided a very helpful and useful boundary within 
which to focus attention and our engagement processes.  
 

c) Secondary spheres of impact: We wanted to undertake some further work 
with some of the potential ‘alternative services’ in the area but this was not 
possible due to time and the need to ensure that we were able to reach as 
many of the primary impacted groups as possible. It would have been helpful 
to determine the extent to which ‘alternative’ provisions in the area could have 
been secured or sign-posted to possible groups within the Calthorpe who may 
find that their programme may have to close or reduced.  
 

d) Responsiveness and engagement: The degree of engagement was 
dependent on participants’ willingness to be interviewed and/or followed to 
better understand the work taking place at Calthorpe (i.e. staff and 
volunteers). Not everyone who we approached were able to participate in 
group-based sessions and those that did were very engaging. In most 
instances we did not wish to disrupt normal day to day activities, but this was 
not always possible and where this occurred, we tried to keep disruption to a 
minimum. For those not willing or able to participate in group-sessions, we 
offered opportunities for phone interviews and/or email responses. 
 

e) Questionnaires: The use of questionnaires provided important information and 
this approach enabled us to obtain responses that were, broadly, consistently 
understood. For instance, they enabled us to gain some insights into why 
many participated at the Calthorpe, their general satisfaction level with the 
Garden and insights into where they believed the Calthorpe could develop. 
However, on the flip side, questionnaires give only an impression of the 
participant's view at the very moment they filled in the form which can be 
influenced by a number of factors such as wanting to be seen to be generally 
‘positive’ about the provision or feeling under pressure to respond by given 



Community Impact Assessment – Calthorpe Community Garden 
 

71 
 

deadlines, which may result in how they respond to the question (or 
understanding of the questions). Furthermore, the use of online questionnaire 
is attractive to those who have access to the internet and who have a degree 
of digital comfort and skills with the processes of using the internet. This 
method by-passes those who lacked not only access to the internet but those 
who were less comfortable and familiar with this approach to communication. 
For example, we found that we were better able to engage participants from 
older black and ethnic minorities who utilised the centre on a more ad hoc 
basis, and who were not digitally savvy, through group-based processes 
located around their activities (e.g. Latin Women’s group). Overall, the ethnic 
profile of those who were comfortable with online method were from white 
communities, and who were engaged in formalised local organisations such 
as Tenants and Residents Associations. Hence the strength of structured 
interviews and focus group approaches that ensured a much wider reach and 
therefore voices, which made the research far richer and valuable in 
recognising the value of the Calthorpe Community Garden to these groups. It 
did, however, provide an opportunity to reach a wide and cross section of 
those who are regular users of the Calthorpe, something we benefited from in 
terms of identifying potential participants to undertake our 1-2-1 structured 
interviews.  
 

f) Data and information collection and analysis: We conducted a ‘sensory walk’ 
as part of the understanding of the environment within which the proposed 
development is due to take place and around the area within which the 
Calthorpe resides. This enabled us to better grasp some of the more subtle 
nuances and perspectives that existed and better place some of the 
conversations we were having. For instance, being able to physically walk 
down some of the roads adjoining the Calthorpe and around the area where 
other provisions exists (some similar some vastly different), enabled us to get 
a sense of distance that some local people may have to travel, the bus stops 
in and around the Calthorpe that people told us may be a problem which will 
require TfL consideration, the construction lorry route that may be required 
and therefore the likelihood of noise and vibration implications where people 
actually lived – users and non-users of the Calthorpe alike. We would 
encourage and recommend this approach as part of the overall approach at 
the Phase 3 implementation process.  
 
Accessing information as a third party was a challenge we had to overcome. 
In the main obtaining key information that we wanted did not pose a major 
problem as we were ably supported by the Chief Executive Officer who 
provided the necessary information but obtaining information from user groups 
proved more difficult. This may be a challenge to the ‘researcher-cum-
facilitator’ as to whether accessing data held by another organisation will be a 
problem in conducting community impact assessments (lest we forget, not all 
organisations will be able to retrieve certain information and they may not be 
able to share much due to GDPR considerations). More broadly, some of the 
small organisations using the Calthorpe may have difficulty due to their size 
and capacity, being largely unincorporated community groups and some may 
just not have much written down that could be accessed. We would have 
needed more time and capacity to track through the different groups we 
encountered. Whether Just Space, Local Authority or similar, this is a general 
challenge that will need to be considered.  
 
Structured interviews provided perhaps the richest evidence of the voices we 
heard. This approach, sitting alongside the focus group approach and the 
questionnaire approach, should be seen as complementary and not 
competing. They offer different perspectives all of which, when thematically 
captured, create a story that is most revealing punctuated by the richness of 
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the lived experiences of individuals that are more than a statistical number 
(i.e. the 10% now has a voice). To be effective, we found that a mixture of 
staff, volunteers, users and ‘passer-bys’ living in the area, including 
businesses, made for a rich tapestry of voices that would have been lost if we 
had just used focus group approach (with issues of the few dominant voices in 
any group) and questionnaires. So, we would recommend that any community 
impact assessment under consideration MUST include in-depth interview 
approaches.  
 
To avoid potential for bias and the possibility of ‘people clamming up’, we 
would also recommend that community impact assessments, such as the type 
conducted against the backdrop of the client reacting to a proposal that could 
have deleterious consequences for their existence, should be undertaken by 
an external body who are able to engage in open conversations without 
feeling ‘pressurised’ – however well intentioned. For this reason, not having a 
member of the ‘commissioning’ organisation involved allowed for flexibility, 
ease to talk and no sense of pressure (or as could be the case ‘looking for 
approval’).  

 
What are some of the lessons specifically for Just Space? 
 
It is clear, a one size fit all approach, despite the ideal-typical model adopted (see 
Fig 1), does not always work precisely as intended. While holding onto the model’s 
phases to guide the process, adjustments had to be made along the way due to 
unforeseen circumstances and the constraints of time and people’s availability. 
However, in order to reach as wide an audience as possible we must also 
acknowledge that the voices represent only a snapshot in time and reflect those who 
were prepared to engage in the process. No matter how much time and effort 
extended to engage 100% of potential stakeholders, there will inevitably be those 
who choose not to engage or who are just unable despite their best intention. In this, 
Just Space, recognises: 

1) The importance of establishing as part of the Phase 1 approach a clear ‘brief’ 
from the outset as to what is realistically possible within resources at hand 
and a very clear timescale over which to conduct the assessment. While this 
was clear, it is important to underscore this importance, especially if others 
are to learn from this pilot process. 
 

2) By obtaining the trust and confidence of the Board that oversaw the project, 
this enabled the process to proceed with guidance and oversight. The support 
from the Board was crucial and evident throughout.  
 

3) The approach adopted provided just the right balance within the time 
constraints that we had to work within which included:  

a. On-line survey questionnaire; 
b. Structured interviews (including local businesses and random passers-

bys); 
c. Group based sessions. 
d. Sensory walks 
e. Secondary data analysis and community profile report 

 
4) While it was beyond the remit of this work, it is clear that the development of a 

business plan for the Calthorpe would benefit enormously from much of the 
impact assessment information gathered. In developing this next step, we 
hope that we have been able to offer the Calthorpe a foundation from which 
further work could evolve. 
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Finally, we offer some questions for those considering undertaking (or 
commissioning) community impact assessments:  

a) To what extent are community impact assessments given any prominence 
and/or priority alongside health, social and equality impacts on local 
neighbourhoods in respect to proposed development schemes? 

b) Whose voices will be heard and whose will not in any community impact 
assessment?  

c) How will the assessment engage those community members, especially those 
more vulnerable and marginalized, who are often less visible and therefore 
without a voice?  

d) How could community impact assessments be made more relevant and useful 
to a London currently undergoing social and cultural upheaval in terms of loss 
of community assets, community power and community agency?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


