Camden Council comments on Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan,
Submission Draft
The comments below are intended to form Camden Council’s representation on the
submission draft of the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan and include input from
all relevant Council services.
The Council's representation seeks to address the Neighbourhood Plan’s general
conformity with the strategic policies in the adopted Camden Local Plan and its
consistency with national policy.
The Plan was submitted to Camden on the 23 January 2019. Under the transitional
arrangements for the introduction of the new NPPF, para 214 states that "the policies
in the previous Framework will apply for the purposes of examining plans, where
those plans are submitted on or before 24 January 2019". Therefore the comments
below take account of the NPPF 2012, in particular paragraph 17 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which states "...local and neighbourhood
plans…should provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning
applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency”.1
These comments are intended as positive suggestions to ensure the Plan is clear
and effective for the purposes of assessing planning applications, achieves
sustainable development and is consistent with all basic conditions. The Council has
previously provided comments on a number of iterations of the Plan, including the
pre-submission version, and we note and welcome that the submission draft Plan
addresses many of these previous comments.
Policy
General

Comments
Recommend the use of paragraph numbers in the Plan.

Para 1.2.1
2nd para

Amend para as below:
‘Neighbourhood Plans are mainly intended to be used in making
planning decisions. When development or change is proposed in
the designated Dartmouth Park neighbourhood area, Camden
Council will have to refer to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Figure 2 A

Although Figure 2A is titled Spatial Policies, it also includes
projects, which will cause confusion regarding their status.

Reason
For clarity and
ease of reference
/ use (e.g. in
comments on
planning
applications,
officer reports,
and in planning
appeals)
To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous as
to where it
applies.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous, as

Similarly, the NPPF 2019 states in para 16 d) that :"[Plans should:] d) contain policies that
are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to
development proposals."
1

For clarity and to avoid confusion and uncertainty the projects
should be removed from Figure 2A.

Page 7
Last para

Figure 3A

Amend para as below
‘Although not in itself part of the Plan for the purposes of
determining planning applications, Appendix 5 sets out a number of
ideas and proposals (referred to as projects) which are not in
themselves planning policies but which could contribute to the
achievement of the Plans objectives’
The boundaries of the 'Significant private / council open space' and
'Public park or garden' areas on this map should be amended to
reflect the comments raised below regarding these designations to
ensure consistency across the plan.

the Projects do
not form part of
the
Neighbourhood
Plan policies but
are
recommendations.
To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous.

For consistency
and to ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous

DC1
(b) (i)

Recommend that the criterion DC1 (b) (i) be amended to say:
‘i) maintain existing designated green or open spaces’

Page 21,
2nd para

Recommend that on second para on page 21 also be amended for
consistency to say development should: "maintain designated
existing green or open spaces" and clarify that this relates to
spaces identified in the Neighbourhood Plan and on the Camden
Policies Map.

Page 21

Para 21 says "As discussed above, despite the Area’s green and
leafy feel, there is comparatively little space actually open to the
public". However this is contradicted by text on page 66 that says
"there are 40 hectares of green space within our Neighbourhood
Area; 32 hectares of this is accessible public space". The text
needs to be amended to ensure consistency and accuracy.

For consistency
and clarity.

DC2

Recommend that, for conformity with the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and the Camden Local Plan, the
first sentence of the policy ‘Protect and preserve the Dartmouth
Park Conservation Area, historic buildings and …..’
be amended to say:
‘Preserve or enhance the Dartmouth Park Conservation area……’

To ensure
conformity with
the relevant
legislation.

Criterion c)
This expects development affecting a locally listed building to
preserve or enhance the conservation area. Items on a Local List
cannot be treated in the same manner as those in a Conservation
Area. Conservation Area protection stems from the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990s and places a
statutory duty to preserve or enhance the character and
appearance of the area. There is no Act of Parliament covering
local listing and the NPPF in paragraph 197 is clear that the impact

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous.

of development on a non designated heritage assets it is a more
balanced decision.
For clarity it would therefore be better to split this part of the policy
into two separate parts - one addressing buildings in conservation
areas and one for those on the local list.
Recommend amending the policy to
c) in the case of any development affecting:
i) any building that makes a positive contribution to the character
and appearance of the conservation area identified in the
Conservation Area Appraisal ( Appraisal Appendix 2)
ii) or the setting of any of them only permitting development that is
designed to a high standard, preserves or enhance the character
and appearance of the Conservation Area and makes a positive
contribution to local distinctiveness
d) in the case of development affecting any of the locally-listed and
other heritage assets identified in Appendix 2, or their settings, only
permitting development that is designed to a high standard."
e) encouraging development …..
Consequential changes should also be made to the supporting text
(first paragraph page 24) to ensure clarity and consistency.
Page 24
1st para

Camden does not place buildings identified in the conservation area
appraisal as making a positive contribution to the area on the Local
List. Local Listing offers a lower level of protection than inclusion in
a conservation area so there is no benefit in doing so.
The text should be amended to reflect this and the suggested
amendment to the Policy.
The supporting text should acknowledge that, in addition to the
policy criterion, if development is within the conservation area there
remains a statutory duty to preserve or enhance the conservation
area as per the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 and recognised in the Camden Local Plan.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous and
consistent with
legislation.

H1
Criteria a)
(ii) & (iii)
and b)

These criteria are design, rather than housing use, focused and
repeat other policies within the Plan. Therefore for clarity we
recommend that they are removed.

Page 45
2nd para

The reference to the Highgate Newtown Community Centre and the
threat perceived by the Camden Community Investment
Programme (CIP) is negative and does not identify that the existing
facilities are in a poor state of repair which the CIP are reproviding
at a higher standard. The text should be deleted or amended to
give a more balanced account.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous and
ensure conformity
with paragraph 17
of the NPPF
For accuracy.

Policy
DC4)

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous and
consistent with
legislation.

Page 48 56

The Neighbourhood Centre profiles include a large amount of
descriptive and non-planning material. This would be more
appropriate in an appendix.

To ensure that the
plan is concise
and easy to use.

Policy
CE1
Criterion
e)

This is not land use planning matter and not something that can be
achieved through a planning policy, therefore criterion e) should be
deleted from the policy (perhaps moving to the Projects in Appendix
5).

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous
about what
matters it can
influence.
To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous and
consistent with
legislation.

Policy C4 The text should recognise that some of the changes of uses
supporting covered in the policy could take place under permitted development
text
rights without the need for a planning application and therefore will
not be able to be controlled through the policy.

Fig 7A
Page 70

The scale of the map means that it remains difficult to read and the
groupings are unclear in places. It is recommended that larger scale
maps of each of the spaces are included in Appendix 4.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous.

Figure 7A
/ Policy

Para 77 of the NPPF 2012 states that the designation of land as
Local Green Space should only be used where
a) in reasonable close proximity to the community it serves
b) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular
local significance for example because of its beauty, historic
significance, recreational value (including playing field) tranquillity or
richness of wildlife
c) local in character and is not extensive tract of land

To ensure the
boundaries
accurately reflect
the green areas to
avoid the need for
future corrections
and ensure the
proposed areas
meet the criteria
for Local Green
Space
designation.

Ensuring the boundaries are correct is essential to ensuring
successful application of the Plan and avoiding the need for formal
amendments to the Plan in the future if errors come to light (as has
happened with other neighbourhood plans).
The Consultation statement states that the landowners were
consulted prior to submitting the plan, which is welcomed (although
relatively late in the process for them to engage). The Forum should
confirm that they have also notified landowners of the submission
and provided them with the opportunity to formally comment.
There appear to be a number of areas where the proposed
designated area may need amending to conform with the LGS
requirements. These are :
Figure 7A
LGS2 Highgate Enclosures
The designation includes a number of sections of road. These do
not meet the criteria for Local Green Space and therefore should be
removed from the designated area. This would be consistent with
the open space designation in the Policies Map below. A larger
scaled map would allow this to be shown more clearly.

Extract of the Camden Policies Map
LGS 4 Mortimer Terrace Nature reserve
It is unclear why the boundaries of these spaces area different to
the others in dotted form and should be amended to be consistent
or the difference reflected in the key.
The area to the south of the railway line is not all currently
designated open space on the Local Plan policies map as does not
form part of the nature reserve or Asset of Community Value being
referred to (which is the part to the north of the railway line) This
space should therefore be amended to show just the Mortimer
reserve area to the north of the railway lines and if you wish to
include the area to the south a separate designation will be required
with a justification.

LGS5 York Rise estate gardens and allotments
The boundaries are dotted lines which is different and should be
consistent or the difference reflected in the key. The areas
proposed include some gardens and allotments but also include
parking areas and hardsurfaces and some temporary buildings
which are not considered to meet the relevant tests and should
therefore be refined to reflect the areas described. Larger scaled
maps would assist in clarifying this also.

Camden Council comments on Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan,
Submission Draft
The comments below are intended to form Camden Council’s representation on the
submission draft of the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan and include input from
all relevant Council services.
The Council's representation seeks to address the Neighbourhood Plan’s general
conformity with the strategic policies in the adopted Camden Local Plan and its
consistency with national policy.
The Plan was submitted to Camden on the 23 January 2019. Under the transitional
arrangements for the introduction of the new NPPF, para 214 states that "the policies
in the previous Framework will apply for the purposes of examining plans, where
those plans are submitted on or before 24 January 2019". Therefore the comments
below take account of the NPPF 2012, in particular paragraph 17 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which states "...local and neighbourhood
plans…should provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning
applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency”.1
These comments are intended as positive suggestions to ensure the Plan is clear
and effective for the purposes of assessing planning applications, achieves
sustainable development and is consistent with all basic conditions. The Council has
previously provided comments on a number of iterations of the Plan, including the
pre-submission version, and we note and welcome that the submission draft Plan
addresses many of these previous comments.
Policy
General

Comments
Recommend the use of paragraph numbers in the Plan.

Para 1.2.1
2nd para

Amend para as below:

Figure 2 A

Although Figure 2A is titled Spatial Policies, it also includes
projects, which will cause confusion regarding their status.

‘Neighbourhood Plans are mainly intended to be used in making
planning decisions. When development or change is proposed in
the designated Dartmouth Park neighbourhood area, Camden
Council will have to refer to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Reason
For clarity and
ease of reference
/ use (e.g. in
comments on
planning
applications,
officer reports,
and in planning
appeals)
To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous as
to where it
applies.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous, as

Similarly, the NPPF 2019 states in para 16 d) that :"[Plans should:] d) contain policies that
are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to
development proposals."

1

LGS8 Haddo House - the designation appears to include some
area of car parking/service road which is not considered to meet the
criteria for LGS. The area highlighted in black below should
therefore be removed.

Policy
ES1 Part
B
Other
open
space
Appendix
4

B Community gardens and tennis court, Lissenden Gardens
appears to include a third area not referred to in the text and
appears to be rear gardens to the mansion blocks not currently
designated as open space. It is recommended that area 3 (shown
below) is removed or be fully justified in the text.

D Parliament Hill and William Ellis schools and open space.
The mapping includes Parliament Hill School buildings and for both

schools, includes areas not designated as open space on the
Camden Policies Map and includes area of hardstanding which are
not considered to meet the relevant tests.
It is recommended that the maps be amended to match the Policies
Map designations as below.

ES1
Criterion
c)

‘Community gardens / allotment’ - It is unclear whether the
reference should be to Figure 7B or 7A, although in either case this
would then duplicate protection for Local Green Space 5 as is also
identified as site A and Other open space B which is site D.
The policy and maps use different terminology and should be
consistent and clear.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous,
consistent with the
NPPF.

Para 8.4

Recommend that the aims also refer to improving safety for cyclists.

For consistency
with Policy TS1

Policy
TS1

Criterion b) - Applications for dropped kerbs or crossovers are made
under the Highways Act and do not fall under the scope of planning
policy. Therefore criterion b should be deleted from the policy.

This would ensure
that Plan does not
contain policies
on matters that
aren’t controlled
through the
planning process.

There is a difference between dropped kerbs and crossovers , with
the former provided to improve accessibility for wheelchair users
and others with a mobility impairment, while the latter is for vehicle
access for on-site parking. The Council would therefore not support
resistance to dropped kerbs if they are provided as part of a
scheme to deliver a more accessible and inclusive street.
Criterion c) ii) - traffic calming measures do not fall under the scope
of planning and would not be delivered as part of a development
scheme. Therefore this part of the policy should be removed.
If this is retained as a project / aspiration the Plan should explain
what traffic calming measures, if speed humps are not supported,
that the Forum would consider acceptable (and that would not be
prohibitively expensive).
Criterion d) Amend wording to include:
‘ pavement designs to provide a minimum 2m of effective free width
subject to a maintaining a minimum carriageway width’
And amend supporting text in 3rd para of page 85 to state that
widening footways would be subject to a feasibility study, for
example to consider the minimum carriageway width necessary so
that large vehicles such as waste vehicles can still use the highway.
Policy
TS3

Criterion a) introduces a different definition of essential users to the
Local Plan for car free development through the inclusion of (and
not merely convenient), which could give rise to confusion. It is
therefore recommended that the additional text be removed from
the Policy and supporting text.
Criterion c is unclear and ‘any new‘ could be considered to be
deeming car parking onsite is acceptable which would be contrary
to and could undermine the Council's car free policy approach in the
Camden Local Plan. Policy should be amended to specifically refer
to Councils Policy T2.

Page 90
1st para

Section 9

The para "In addition, the term Specific Neighbourhood Site or SNS
when used in this Chapter 9 includes any additional residential
development of 10 homes or more or of a site of 0.5 hectares or
more or any non-residential development of 1000 square metres of
floorspace or more or of a site of 1 hectare or more" is confusing
and should be amended to be clear what it is referring to
The Plan is generally clear that the Specific Neighbourhood Sites
section does not allocate sites but sets out the community's
aspirations and detailed suggestions. However there are instances
where the wording of the section states that development "will" do

To avoid
confusion and
potentially
undermining
Camden’s
strategic approach
to car free
development.

To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous,
consistent with the
NPPF.
To ensure the
Plan is clear and
unambiguous,

something, rather than saying that, as elsewhere, development
"should" do something. The use of "will" can cause confusion as to
the status of the text in section 9, suggesting that it is more than
aspirational or suggestive but can require or dictate a specific
outcome. Therefore the following amendments should be made to
ensure the plan is clear and unambiguous.

consistent with the
NPPF.

p94
 Any developer should will be expected to undertake robust
townscape and heritage impact analysis to ensure that key
views and heritage assets are protected in any development of
the site.
p97
 The development should will be expected to provide the
maximum amount of affordable housing provided for in the
Local Plan policies.
p99, p101 and p103 (This sentence appears on each of these
pages)
 The development should will be expected to provide the
maximum amount of affordable housing provided for in the
Local Plan policies and this Neighbourhood Plan.
p104
 The remainder of the site (outside the footprint of the existing
garage) should will remain open space and remain accessible to
the public.
Para 9.4.1
Murphy’s
Yard

The draft neighbourhood plan notes that the aspirations in Murphy’s
Yard are based on evidence work, which includes the Framework
Masterplan produced by AECOM. The masterplan explores two
options for the site and whilst Option 1 is noted as being higher
density, it is unclear why other higher density options have not been
explored/tested to maximise housing provision in line with the Local
Plan. The Council would expect that a study to inform densities
would include consideration and modelling of a wider range of
options to show how densities have been maximised.
The Camden Local Plan (paragraphs 2.7 – 2.18) provides
background on how the Council proposes to deliver growth. High
quality development with high densities is encouraged to make the
best possible use of limited land. The Council expects the density of
housing development to take account of the London Plan’s density
matrix, and considering Camden’s accessibility, densities are
expected at the higher end of the matrix, subject to other policy
considerations. Local Plan policy H1 expects the maximum
reasonable provision of housing compatible with any other uses
needed on a site.
The neighbourhood plan refers to a figure of 500 homes being
accommodated on the Murphy site. However the masterplan shows
that Option 1 would produce 676 homes (p17). Therefore the
figure in the Plan is not consistent with the evidence report and
would not maximise housing provision, contrary to the Local Plan.

To ensure
consistency with
the strategic
approach in the
Camden Local
Plan and the
London Plan.

The plan states (p95/96) that this is equates to around 125
dwellings per hectare, which is significantly in excess of densities
elsewhere in the Area. However, the Murphy site borders Kentish
Town (for around half of its boundary) and Gospel Oak as well as
the Dartmouth Park neighbourhood area and these areas should be
considered when the site's context is considered.
While the Council understands that the plan is setting out
aspirations in Chapter 9 rather than formal allocations, given the
issues set out above with conformity with the Local Plan's strategic
approach and the relationship between the neighbourhood plan and
the evidence report, we suggest that either reference to specific
building heights, densities etc. are taken out of the plan, or that the
plan states clearly that these figures are for guidance, and that any
scheme for the development of the site must carry out further
detailed design work to further test acceptable heights and densities
which must be in accordance with all relevant Local Plan and
London Plan, as well as neighbourhood plan policies.
Page 95
Building
heights
3rd Para

P101
1st para

First bullet - This states that: ".... Given the topography of the site,
this would imply no new buildings above five storeys within the
Protected Corridor (as defined in the KTNF Plan). The wording of
the policy in the Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan also means that
it is unlikely that any buildings above five storeys would be
acceptable within the Peripheral Corridor identified in that plan."
Notwithstanding this sets out aspirations rather than requirements
through an allocation, this text implies that the Kentish Town
Neighbourhood Plan restricts building heights in the Peripheral
corridor to five storeys, which is not the case. Rather Policy D1 of
the KTNP states that: "The uninterrupted view towards Parliament
Hill from the area adjacent to Kentish Town Station as defined in the
“Protected Corridor” and “Peripheral Corridor” identified on Maps 2
and 3, is required to be maintained, as far as possible, for future
generations. Development that takes place within the "Peripheral
Corridor", must be compatible with the view in terms of its setting,
scale and massing."
In addition, it is usual, and reasonable, that that the limitations on
development within a peripheral corridor are less stringent than in
the viewing corridor itself (see the London View Management
Framework, the approach of which formed the basis of the
protected view in the KTNP), while the text above indicates that the
same height restriction should apply to both the protected corridor
and the peripheral view.
This part of the Plan should therefore be deleted or amended for
accuracy and clarity.

To ensure the
Plan is accurate,
clear and
unambiguous,
and for
consistency with
the Kentish Town
Neighbourhood
Plan.

The text is critical of the consented scheme. We note that text was
deleted from the Neighbourhood Plan for Highgate (which borders
Dartmouth Park) on the recommendation of the Independent
Examiner who found that it was "unhelpfully critical of previous
policy and practice" and we consider that critical text on page 101
should similarly be deleted.

For clarity
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Dear Sir/Madam

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan (DPNP)
(Regulation 16) consultation. As you are aware, all Development Plan Documents in London,
including Neighbourhood Plans, must be in general conformity with the London Plan under section
24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Paragraph 29 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) 2018 requires neighbourhood plans to be consistent with the strategic
policies contained in any development plan that covers their area. The Development Plan for the
Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Area includes the London Plan and Camden’s Local Plan.
The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments which are set out
below. Transport for London (TfL) have provided comments, which I endorse, and which are
attached to this email.
The DPNP is in general conformity with the current and Draft New London Plan. This letter sets out
where you may need to amend proposed policies and supporting text to be more in line with the
current London Plan and the emerging Draft New London Plan.
The draft new London Plan
The Mayor published his Draft London Plan for consultation on 1st December 2017 and the Minor
Suggested Changes (following consultation) on 13 August 2018. The Examination in Public of the
Draft London Plan commenced on 15 January 2019 with publication anticipated in Winter 2019/20.
Once published, the new London Plan will form part of Camden’s Development Plan and contain the
most up-to-date policies.
Given the anticipated timetable for the submission of the DPNP, it is likely that it will be required to
be in general conformity with the new London Plan. In addition, the Draft New London Plan and its
evidence base are now material considerations in planning decisions.
General
Officers welcome the DPNP objectives listed at paragraph 2.4 including enhancing the
predominantly residential character of the area and strengthening community cohesion; ambitions
which build on the Mayor’s Good Growth Policies, especially Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive
communities. In addition, Officers would like to see more proactive objectives that would help
deliver much needed housing across the capital and within the London Borough of Camden in
accordance with Good Growth Policy GG2 Making the best use of land. The Neighbourhood Plan
should recognise that Camden’s housing target has recently increased from 889 to 1,086 homes per
annum and ideally the neighbourhood plan should establish how it will positively contribute towards
this. A proactive approach would include site allocations (and not merely site identification) which
the DPNP lacks. Four potential development sites have been identified and include future aspirations
for the DPNP.

Officers also welcome the Neighbourhood Plan’s identification of additional buildings of heritage
importance which are not Statutorily Listed nor included in Camden’s list of local heritage assets
affording them a level of greater consideration in the planning process. This builds upon the
approach set out in paragraph 7.1.2 of the Draft New London Plan and is welcomed by the Mayor.
Officers recognise and welcome the inclusion of Policy DC4 which positively promotes residential
extensions that respond to local context and enable residents to expand existing properties rather
than having to move out of the area in search of more suitable accommodation. The policy should
also support the development of extensions in appropriate circumstances where these allow the
conversion of properties to form a larger number of dwellings which in turn would contribute
towards meeting the borough’s housing targets. The Neighbourhood Plan should consider where
and how this type of development would be considered acceptable, especially in those areas where
the presumption in favour of small housing development would apply in line with Draft New London
Plan Policy H2.
Officers consider that references throughout the DPNP describing the area as ‘semi-rural’ are
misleading and fail to recognise that while much of the area exhibits pockets that could be described
as having ‘leafy village feel’, much of the area is characterised by fairly high-density development
including purpose-built flats and post-war housing developments which give the area a much tighter
urban grain. The DPNP should be amended accordingly.
25% of the Camden Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is available for local spending,
predominantly by neighbourhood forums with adopted neighbourhood plans. The DPNP does not
set out a list of local priority projects, potential costings and indicative timings. The forum is
therefore advised to set out such a list of priority projects to be funded by the CIL receipts it receives
in agreement with the London Borough of Camden. The use of neighbourhood funds should
therefore match the priorities expressed and agreed by the local community and should be clearly
set out in the neighbourhood plan. Failure to include such projects reinforces the overall negative
approach adopted by the DPNP.
Housing
Officers would support and welcome a neighbourhood housing apportionment figure which should
be agreed with London Borough of Camden. The Neighbourhood Plan should proactively and
positively set out how it will contribute towards delivering Camden’s housing target now and
throughout the plan period. The absence of such an approach means that the Neighbourhood Plan is
not as positive and proactive as it might have been and does not actively promote Good Growth
Policy GG2 of the Draft New London Plan.
The DPNP should recognise and reflect that the Mayor has strengthened his intention to secure onsite affordable housing in the Draft New London Plan and should take into account Draft New
London Plan (showing minor suggested changes) Policy H5, paragraph 4.6.8A and paragraphs 4.5.5 –
4.5.8.
Officers welcome the DPNP’s intention to maximise tenure integration in line with paragraph 3.4.5B
of the Draft New London Plan (showing minor suggested changes). The DPNP should also promote
the pepper-potting of affordable housing throughout a development to ensure maximum integration
is achieved in accordance with the guidance set out in the Mayors Affordable Housing and Viability
SPG (2017).
Neighbourhood Centres

The DPNP should recognise that retailing and town centres across the country are experiencing
change and challenges brought about by multi-channel shopping, changes in consumer behaviour
and technology. In recognition of this, Policy CE1 should be flexible enough to enable the area’s
neighbourhood centres to adapt and diversify in order to maintain the integrity, vitality and vibrancy
of centres and avoid high numbers of vacancy. The DPNP should consider the full range of town
centre uses beyond A1 as set out in the Glossary of the Draft New London Plan and should reevaluate Policies CE1(a) and CE1(c) which are considered to be overly restrictive. The DPNP should
follow the guidance set out in Draft New London Plan Policy SD6B.
Policy CE3 should ensure that accessibility is addressed and should also include the principles
embodied in the Mayor’s Healthy Streets Approach as mentioned earlier. The DPNP should follow
the guidance and principles set out in Draft New London Plan Policies D7 and T2.
Transport
Since the previous draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, a number of TfL’s suggestions have been
incorporated into this revised draft, which is welcomed. There are a number of references to, and
policies and proposals within the Neighbourhood Plan which are consistent with the Healthy Streets
approach identified within the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and the draft London Plan. A key
element of the Healthy Streets approach is encouraging active travel, which in turn will support
achieving the Mayor’s target of 80 per cent of all journeys to be made by foot, cycle or public
transport by 2041. Policies TS1 Safety and accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists and TS2 Cycling
Improvements, which seek to improve the cycling environment within the Neighbourhood Area, will
help to support achieving the aforementioned strategic aim. However, care should be given that any
improvements are not to the detriment of other modes of sustainable and active transport, such as
buses. TfL have provided a number of suggestions for the Neighbourhood Plan to further align it
with draft London Plan policies and best practice, which have been appended to this letter.
Specific Neighbourhood Sites
The DPNP identifies four potential development sites but states that these are not to be considered
site allocations but are instead, aspirational, providing detailed suggestions how these sites could be
developed. The Mayor’s Good Growth Policy GG2 Making the best use of land (Draft New London
Plan), encourages proactive approaches to the delivery of sustainable development and building on
from this the DPNP should allocate three of its identified sites. Murphy’s Yard should be excluded for
the reasons set out below.
Murphy’s Yard
Murphy’s Yard forms part of the Kentish Town Industry Area, the only designated Locally Significant
Industrial Site (LSIS) in the borough. Both Camden’s Local Plan and the Draft Kentish Town
Development Framework (2018) seek the release of the southern Regis Road part of the site from its
industrial designation and instead are designating and promoting it as a local Growth Area, which
includes replacement industrial capacity. As such, Murphy’s Yard still retains its LSIS designation and
proposed future development on this site should be predominantly industrial in nature and apply
the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity in accordance with Draft New London
Plan Policy E4. Furthermore, the proposed release of the southern portion of the site from its
industrial designation may result in Murphy’s Yard having to accommodate an increase in industrial
floorspace to off-set any loss of industrial floorspace experienced at Regis Road. The DPNP should
recognise the above issues, acknowledge the complexity involved in bringing forward non-industrial
uses on this site and note that this will form a considerable part of the emerging Kentish Town
Planning Framework.

The proposed introduction of non-industrial uses here would need to ensure that they would not
affect the ability of existing industry to function effectively in accordance with Draft New London
Plan Policy E7. The Mayor would also expect to see servicing and logistics floorspace re-provided as
well as floorspace supporting last mile distribution and other related service functions within or
close to the CAZ to support the needs of businesses and activities within these areas. For these
reasons officers would advise that Murphy’s Yard not be included as part of site
suggestions/allocations within the DPNP
I hope these comments inform the development of the DPNP. If you have any specific questions
regarding the comments in this letter please do not hesitate to contact Hassan Ahmed on 020 7084
2751 or at hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk.

Regards
Hassan Ahmed
Senior Strategic Planner, London Plan Team
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, The Queen's Walk, London SE1 2AA
020 7084 2751 | M: 07781470659
london.gov.uk
Hassan.ahmed@london.gov.uk
Monday – Friday, 9-10am until 4-6pm
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Hi Camden Planning Policy team,
Thanks for re-consulting us on this Neighbourhood Plan.
Firstly, I’d like to thank you and the Neighbourhood Forum for taking many of my previous
comments on board in a very even-handed and rececptive way. The vast majority of the document is
strongly supported by TfL. Well done on your progress so far with it!
However, we continue to object to the definition of the area as of ‘semi-rural’ character, which
should be removed from the document. For the same reasons I originally outlined (see attached
letter).
Defining a neighbourhood with such an accessible neighbourhood as semi-rural would represent a
very negative precedent for neighbourhood planning in London, with potential for unintended
consequences in strategic transport planning that in my opinion could be quite dangerous for the
Mayor’s Transport Strategy and draft London Plan.
As a result I would be willing to engage with the Planning Inspectorate on this matter.
Please let me know what kind of next steps are likely in response to this objection.
Thanks and kind regards,
Gavin McLaughlin I Principal Planner
Spatial Planning I City Planning
M: 07711 345112 T: 020 3054 7027 Ext: 87027
Level 9, 5 Endeavour Square, Westfield Avenue, Stratford E20 1JN
gavinmclaughlin@tfl.gov.uk
We have recently made changes to our pre-application service and charges, and introduced a new
Initial Screening process. For more info please visit: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-andconstruction/planning-applications/pre-application-services

Transport for London

Our ref: 18/2068

Spatial Planning

Dartmouth Park, LB Camden

Level 9

Planning Policy Consultation

5 Endeavour Square

By email: info@dpnf.org.uk
CC: planning@camden.gov.uk

Westfield Avenue
Stratford E20 1JN

Phone 020 7222 5600

13 June 2018

Fax 020 7126 4275
www.TfL.gov.uk

Dear Sirs/Madams,

RE: Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan consultation draft

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) Borough Planning
officers and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken to represent
an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision and they do not necessarily represent the views of
the Greater London Authority (GLA). Any views or opinions are given in good faith and relate solely to
transport issues.
Thank you for consulting TfL Spatial Planning on the draft Neighbourhood Plan.
The draft London Plan was published on 29 November 2017 and sets out an integrated economic,
environmental, transport and social framework for the development of London over the next 20-25
years. We are now expecting all new planning policy documents to give material consideration to
the policies set out within this document, noting that the decision-maker is to determine the balance
of weight to be given to adopted and draft policies.
Firstly I would like to reiterate that TfL Spatial Planning is keen to work with the Council to deliver
aspirations for sustainable growth in the borough and Dartmouth Park area.
On behalf of TfL I also wish to submit a number of General and Detailed comments, as follows:

General Comments
Healthy Streets
Throughout the documents there is no explicit mention of Healthy Streets, although many key
Healthy Streets principles are included.

Given the Mayoral focus on these themes and the Healthy Streets for London Toolkit we have
published (https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-future/healthystreets), it would be good to explicitly reference to Healthy Streets principles and indicators in the
document.
Generally, TfL is supportive of the policies and proposals put forward, as they are consistent with the
Healthy Streets approach of the Ma o s T a spo t St ateg MTS and new draft London Plan.
The pla s focus on protecting and enhancing community facilities including the local shopping
centres and parades is also welcomed by TfL, as these facilities help to encourage healthier, more
active and car-free lifestyles in which more shopping and leisure is done locally, often by bike or on
foot. We ag ee that the eigh ou hood should e ai a cohesive locality with shared, well-used
facilities. p.
Vision Zero
The Mayor and TfL have also committed to delivering a 'Vision Zero' approach in London to make its
streets safer for all. Minimising road danger is fundamental to the creation of streets where
everyone feels safe walking, cycling and using public transport. As a result we are aiming for no one
to be killed in or by a London bus by 2030, and for all deaths and serious injuries from road collisions
to be eliminated from London's streets by 2041.
As a esult e st o gl suppo t Poli TS a d its ai
accessible fo pedest ia s a d
lists .

to

ake Dartmouth Park safer and more

Buses
The Forum should note that uses a e esse tial to Health St eets due to the People hoose to
alk,
le a d use pu li t a spo t i di ato . A su essful t a spo t s ste e a les o e people to
walk and cycle more often (see https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/how-we-work/planning-forthe-future/healthy-streets)
In the Dartmouth Park Plan Area, Swains Lane, Chester Road, Raydon Street, and St Albans are all
narrow roads used by route C11. We also operate routes 4 (Dartmouth Park Hill), 214 (Highgate
Road and Highgate West Hill) and C2 (Highgate Hill and Swains Lane).

The plan acknowledges that some of the above streets are currently narrow and congested,
and includes policies and projects designed to reduce the effects of traffic on residents,
whilst maintaining and enhancing the public transport that serves Dartmouth Park. This is
welcome. We also suppo t the Pla s lea a k o ledge e t that pu li t a spo t
accessibility – including buses – is essential for the Neighbourhood Plan area.
The se tio headed Justifi atio fo Poli TS p.
suggests that uses o t i ute to a ds a
negative environmental impact. However an increase in bus use is crucial to help improve the local
environment and promote public health by supporting a shift away from private motorised vehicles.
TfL Buses would be supportive of any initiatives in the Plan Area that protect or improve bus journey
times; such as the extension of existing bus lanes, both physically and in terms of hours of operation.

Finally, route C2 terminates at Parliament Hill Fields, then circumnavigates the roundabout at Swains
Lane and heads back down Highgate Hill. As a result it is essential this turn is maintained by any
street works or public realm improvement projects in the neighbourhood area.

Mayor of London
A number of references are made in the document (Chapter 10) to the City of London Corporation
which appear to be an error. These should be replaced with Ma o of Lo do o G eate Lo do
Autho it .

Detailed comments:
2.2 Issues and opportunities
The final bullet point on opi g ith the t a spo t a d e i o e tal i pli atio s is worded quite
negatively with too much focus on private vehicles. The language could be changed to specify the
routes referred to are roads and streets rather than public transport or cycling routes. The issue
could also be treated and explicitly identified as an opportunity to increase the quality of local roads
and streets as alki g a d
li g outes. Fi all the te
oss-Lo do oute is so e hat u lea ;
East-West oute ight e o e app op iate.

2.3 Our Vision for Dartmouth Park
This section should mention i p o i g the lo al populatio s health
i easi g active travel in
the Plan Area. Currently it seems too focused on abstract characteristics of the built environment
and Dartmouth Park itself as a geographic area. However it would benefit from discussing and
setting out aspirations for how the Neighbourhood Plan can help Londoners as people.
This ould follo a si ila app oa h to e e tl pu lished do u e ts su h as the Ma o s A Cit fo
All Lo do e s a aila le f o https://www.london.gov.uk/get-involved/all-consultations/city-alllondoners a d TfL s Health St eets fo Lo do a aila le f o https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/abouttfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-future/healthy-streets), both of which are reflected throughout
the Ma o s T a spo t St ateg MTS,
, a aila le f o https://www.london.gov.uk/what-wedo/transport/our-vision-transport/mayors-transport-strategy-2018)

2.4 Our Objectives
The efe e e to T a spo t a d St eets is st o gl suppo ted

TfL.

Policy TS1 Safety and accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists
The recommendation that low trafficked crossovers should have a continuous footway treatment is
supported. However continuous footways can be inappropriate for more highly trafficked
intersecting side roads.

This policy could also be supported with timed traffic closures around schools, which Camden
Council have already implemented elsewhere to reduce vehicular drop-off / pick-up and give more
space for walking.

Policy TS2 Cycling improvements
It would be worth referencing the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS, available from
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/streets) in this section. More specific language
could also be included on improving cycling comfort by providing segregated carriageway space for
cycling where appropriate, reducing motor vehicle dominance, rationalising on-street cycle parking
and encouraging developers to incorporate dedicated cycling facilities.

Policy TS3 Traffic reduction
We recommend considering the role that filtered permeability could potentially play in existing and
new streets to reduce through motor vehicle traffic and improve conditions for walking and cycling.

Policy DC3 Requirement for good design
TfL Spatial Planning is generally supportive of this policy, particularly sub-section (g) on
de elop e ts p o idi g
le pa ki g a d deli e spa e to ensure a high quality and well managed
st eets ape .

However the understanding of urban design expressed in the policy and throughout the document
see s to egle t pu li spa e et ee uildi gs, hi h is dealt ith o l as hard and soft
landscaping of the existi g st eets ape i the suppo ti g te t p.
.

Issues such as the permeability and legibility of the street network to pedestrians and cyclists are key
parts of successful and functional urban design, which seems to be acknowledged only briefly in the
poli as the s ale a d h th of the st eets p.
a d also, agai aguely, on the next page:
The eigh ou hood s ohesi e ess is e ha ed the o e ie t a d att a ti e
linkages offered by a pattern of streets on a rough grid, with short pedestrian cutth oughs, paths a d passages addi g to people s oute hoi es. p. 15)

TfL Spatial Planning would suggest that the Plan should mention walking, cycling and public
transport in both the Design and Transport policy sections.

For further guidance on integrating these two elements, the Forum should consult new draft London
Pla su h as GG Maki g the est use of la d , GG C eati g a Health Cit , D Lo do s Fo &
Characteristics), T2 (Healthy Streets), T5 (Cycling), D7 (Public Realm), all of which clearly prioritise

and promote public transport and active travel as c iti al to Lo do s u e t a d futu e uilt
environment and urban design. Also, our Liveable Neighbourhoods programme, which could provide
inspiration and is highly relevant (see https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/boroughs/liveableneighbourhoods).

Policy DC1 Enhancing the sense of place
Part (b) of Policy DC1 is broadly supported by TfL Spatial Planning in line with Policy G7 (Trees and
Woodlands) of the draft new London Plan and current London Plan Policy 5.10 (Urban Greening).

That said, the second sub-se tio should pe haps efe to pu li l a essi le g ee o ope spa es,
as the policy could currently be used to justify a private green or open space being maintained or
replaced even if an important community or transport-related land use was being proposed to
replace it.

TfL Spatial Planning would also encourage the Forum and Council to consider defining Dartmouth
Pa k as U a i the Neigh ou hood Pla athe tha se i-rural . It is too e t all lo ated ithi
Lo do to easo a l e o side ed se i- u al , espe iall as Ke tish To , hi h is defi ed as a
District Centre in Annex 2 of the current London Plan, is located 800m South, and the Public
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) ranges from 3 – 6b in the vast majority of the Plan Area.
Policy ES2 Trees
We do not support the removal of healthy trees from the Transport for London Network (TLRN)
unless there is clearly no viable alternative and removal is for an essential purpose. The
Neighbourhood Forum may wish to take a similar stance in line with the above policies and Proposal
43 of the Ma o s T a spo t St ateg MTS .

Pa a . . of the d aft e Lo do Pla also states: deli e i g 50 per cent green cover across
London, will be important to help London become a National Park City.

Increasing the total number of trees and diversity of tree species, though positive, could still happen
ithout suppo ti g the Ma o s Natio al Pa k status a d iodi e sit aspi atio s. It would therefore
be advisable to change the policy wording at sub-sections (b) and (d) so that they apply to the spatial
a ou t of t ee a op o e athe tha the u e of t ees o t ee di e sit .

This can prevent mature trees being replaced by small sub-standard trees which provide less
ecosystem and biodiversity benefits
Appendix 7 – Projects

The area contains no parts of the TLRN or Strategic Road Network (SRN) and changes to the highway
are therefore mainly a matter for Camden Council.

However some proposed projects could involve widening footways and reducing speed limits. The
Plan should therefore explicitly mention that maintaining a strong easily accessible bus network is
reliant on maintaining good bus journey times, and that any changes to road layouts to support
cycling, walking and Healthy Streets should also maintain or improve bus journey times.

Whilst we strongly support the aspiration for improved pedestrian access to Gospel Oak station, the
improvements proposed are not part of TfL s u e t o fi ed i est e t p og a
e a d ould
require extensive further discussions with Network Rail and TfL Rail on funding, design and delivery.

Other initiatives the Forum could consider are:
•
Neighbourhood-scale traffic management, especially through local roads, to minimise
through-movement by motorised traffic
•
Improving permeability on existing roads for cycling, e.g. more contraflows on one-way
streets, gaps to permit cycle movement where there is no motor vehicle access
•
Exploring Cycle Streets, Play Streets and temporary closures for events, play, etc. These are
ways of changing the balance between users and promoting active travel and a more diverse use of
streets and public spaces in line with paragraphs J and K of Ppolicy D7 of the new draft London Plan
(2017).

I hope you find these comments useful and take them into consideration. If you have any questions
or clarifications, please let me know.

Yours sincerely,

Gavin McLaughlin
Planner
TfL Borough Planning
Email: gavinmclaughlin@tfl.gov.uk
Direct line: (020) 7027 9086

Sent by email: planningpolicy@camden.gov.uk

thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com
0118 9520 503

3rd May 2019

London Borough of Camden –Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan Draft Plan Submission
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water is the statutory
water and sewerage undertaker for the London Borough of Camden and is hence a “specific
consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Development)
Regulations 2012. We have the following comments on the draft Neighbourhood Plan:
Murphy’s Yard
Thames Water support the reference to it being the responsibility of developer to make proper
provision for surface water and drainage to ground, water course or surface water sewer on page
94 and would like to see this taken forward to the next version of the Plan.
Further engagement with Thames Water
Thames Water recently attended a workshop with Camden where the Kentish Town development
was discussed. At that time Thames Water advised that water and waste water capacity would
need to be further assessed to fully understand any requirements. However to make this
assessment we would require further information on the scale, location and phasing of the
development
We would also like bring to your attention that key drainage assets pass through this area. Thames
will want to ensure that these are safeguarded, therefore early engagement is key
We hope this is of assistance. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Carmelle
Textor on the above number.
Yours sincerely,

Thames Water Utilities Ltd

Registered address: Thames Water Utilities Limited, Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661 Thames Water Utilities Limited is part of the Thames Water Plc group. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15
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Claire McLean <Claire.McLean@canalrivertrust.org.uk>
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PlanningPolicy
RE: Notice of submission of Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
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Dear Planning Policy Team,
Thank you for this consultation. I can confirm that as the Trust has no land or waterspace close to
the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan Area, we have no comments to make.
Kind regards,
Claire McLean MRTPI
Area Planner London
M 07484 904271
Canal & River Trust
The Toll House, Little Venice, Delamere Terrace, London W2 6ND
Please note, my working days are Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday.

canalrivertrust.org.uk
Sign up for the Canal & River Trust Newsletter
canalrivertrust.org.uk/newsletter

@canalrivertrust
/canalrivertrust
/canalrivertrust

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Planning <planning@theatrestrust.org.uk>
23 April 2019 12:06
PlanningPolicy
Consultation response - Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan

Good Afternoon
This e-mail sets out our representation on the draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan.
We consider that the Plan meets the Basic Conditions. We are particularly supportive of Policy CM1,
hi h seeks to etai a d de elop o
u it fa ilities ithi the pla s ou da . Dartmouth Park
contains a number of community facilities including five pubs and the Parliament Hill
Bandstand. The Bandstand provides access to live performance, and pubs provide opportunities for
access to the arts and culture at a grass-roots level. We consider that this policy compliments
Ca de s Lo al Pla a d pa ag aph of the NPPF
.
Kind regards,
Tom Clarke MRTPI
National Planning Adviser

Theatres Trust
22 Charing Cross Road, London WC2H 0QL
T 020 7836 8591
E tom.clarke@theatrestrust.org.uk
W theatrestrust.org.uk
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ROSSI, Sacha <Sacha.Rossi@nats.co.uk>
14 March 2019 13:24
PlanningPolicy
NATS Safeguarding
RE: Notice of submission of Dartmouth Park
Neighbourhood Plan
Follow up
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Dear Sirs,
NATS has no comments to make on the Camden Neighbourhood Plan.
Regards
S. Rossi
NATS Safeguarding Office

Sacha Rossi
ATC Systems Safeguarding Engineer
D: 01489 444 205
E: sacha.rossi@nats.co.uk
4000 Parkway, Whiteley,
Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL
www.nats.co.uk/windfarms

KENTISH TOWN NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM S COMMENTS ON PROPOSED DARTMOUTH PARK
NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM PLAN
Ke tish To

Neigh ou hood Fo u

KTNF

el o e Da t outh Pa k Neigh ou hood Fo u

s

(DPNF) proposed Neighbourhood Plan (NP). However, wish to make some comments, which will be
li ited to that pa t of the NP that elates to Mu ph s Ya d (the Murphy site). The reason for this
limitation is that the Murphy site is pa tl

ithi KTNF s a ea a d is dealt ith i detail i KTNF s

made Neighbourhood Plan.
The policies in the Plan should not limit the potential development over the totality of the Murphy
site.
As the NP contains policies affecting the Murphy site it would be appropriate if it stated whether the
landowners agree with the proposals.
The NP does not adequately respond to points that KTNF made on the previous draft of the NP in
relation to building heights and density. KTNF considers the reference to 500 homes, 30,000 sq. m of
employment use and 5000 sq. m of community use across the entire site to be too prescriptive. The
NP puts a lot of emphasis on findings by AECOM. By saying it is the upper end of the density matrix
could mean that the site does not maximise the potential opportunity across the entirety of the
Murphy s. The site might be able to accommodate more without significantly affecting the other
aspi atio s a ou d good de elop e t, o te t of the su ou di g a ea etc. .
KTNF also consider the comments on page 95 of the NP about the heights on the periphery of the
viewing corridor to be problematic. The KTNF Neighbourhood Plan says development in that area
ust e

o pati le ith the ie i te

s of its setti g, s ale a d

assi g ; it does not set a

height limit.
DPNF deal with the Murphy site in detail from p 91 in SNS1 Community Engagement in the NP. The
stated isio of

i ed eside tial a d usi ess/e plo

e t uses

oadl a o ds ith KTNF s isio .

In relation to the development of the Murphy site and Regis Road, there seems to be a conflict
between p 93 (the NP seeks to keep the development of the two sites separate) and p 97 (any
development framework for the Murphy site should provide for development in conjunction with
Regis Road). The draft Kentish Town Planning Framework expects the development of the two sites
to e oo di ated p

. It is not clear if the reference in the NP to the Murphy site in this context is

to that pa t o l that lies ithi the DPNF a ea

. he ta es of a total of . he ta es . Ca de s

draft Planning Framework appears not to distinguish between the KTNF and DPNF parts of the site,
which reinforces the KTNF view that the NP appears to be treating the DPNF part as a separate unit,
so o fli ti g ith oth Ca de s a d KTNF s app oa h.
Two of the dominant themes in the NP are the preservation of greenery and views. With that in
mind, KTNF wonder if the NP is seeking to locate the bulk of any development on the KTNF part of
the site. If that is not what is intended, clarification is required to avoid any further confusion.
In its general comments (p 15 Community engagement), the NP states that high rise blocks are not
appropriate. An exception to this is made in the case of the Mu ph s site p
aspi atio s a ept uildi g heights a o e sto e s i the este

he e o

u it

pa t of the site. As fa as site

capacity and density are concerned, the NP mentions 500 homes covering both parts of the site. As
we have already said, we consider this to be too prescriptive.

Kentish Town Neighbourhood Forum
2.5.19

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Importance:

Mandy Seeburn <seeburn@williamellis.camden.sch.uk>
02 May 2019 12:22
PlanningPolicy
DPNF Plan - Revised Objection from William Ellis School
Official Copy (Register) - NGL643550.pdf; Official Copy (Title Plan) NGL643550.pdf
High

Dear Sir or Madam
I have just received the DPNF Plan Consultation document from a colleague in Camden and would
like to make an objection to the plan in reference to William Ellis School.
William Ellis is a Voluntary Aided school, London Borough of Camden is the freeholder of the land
but it is leased to The Birkbeck and William Ellis Schools Trust on a long term least for 999 years – I
therefore request that the areas highlighted below in Plan D, which are within the school boundaries
are removed from the DPNF plan.
Regards,
Mandy Seeburn

D Parliament Hill and William Ellis schools and open space. The mapping includes
Parliament Hill School buildings and for both schools, includes areas not designated as open
space on the Camden Policies Map and includes area of hardstanding which are not
considered to meet the relevant tests.
It is recommended that the maps be amended to match the Policies Map designations as
below.

Mandy Seeburn
Director of Operations
William Ellis School
Highgate Road
London
NW5 1RN
020 7692 3843

The electronic official copy of the register follows this message.
Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.
paper official copy.

We will not issue a

Title number NGL643550

Edition date 29.11.2016

– This official copy shows the entries on the register of title on
07 MAR 2017 at 11:15:46.
– This date must be quoted as the "search from date" in any
official search application based on this copy.
– The date at the beginning of an entry is the date on which
the entry was made in the register.
– Issued on 07 Mar 2017.
– Under s.67 of the Land Registration Act 2002, this copy is
admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original.
– This title is dealt with by Land Registry, Croydon Office.

A: Property Register
This register describes the land and estate comprised in the title.
CAMDEN
1

The Freehold land shown edged with red on the plan of the above Title
filed at the Registry and being William Ellis School, Highgate Road,
London (NW5 1RN).

2

(05.05.2009) The land tinted pink on the title plan has been added to
the title.

B: Proprietorship Register
This register specifies the class of title and identifies the owner. It contains
any entries that affect the right of disposal.

Title absolute
1

(30.08.1989) PROPRIETOR: THE MAYOR AND BURGESSES OF THE LONDON BOROUGH
OF CAMDEN of Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1H 9LP.

C: Charges Register
This register contains any charges and other matters that affect the land.
1

Lease dated 26 February 1943 to The Trustees of The Birkbeck and
William Ellis Schools Trust for 999 years from 25 March 1936.
NOTE 1: The lease comprises also other land
NOTE 2: No copy of the Lease referred to is held by Land Registry.

End of register

1 of 1

These are the notes referred to on the following official copy

The electronic official copy of the title plan follows this message.
Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue. We will not issue a paper official copy.
This official copy was delivered electronically and when printed will not be to scale. You can obtain a paper
official copy by ordering one from Land Registry.
This official copy is issued on 07 March 2017 shows the state of this title plan on 07 March 2017 at 11:15:47. It
is admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original (s.67 Land Registration Act 2002). This title plan
shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions in scale.
Measurements scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the ground.
This title is dealt with by the Land Registry, Croydon Office .

This official copy is incomplete without the preceding notes page.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sean Gilbreth <sean.gilbreth@dp9.co.uk>
03 May 2019 15:24
PlanningPolicy
RE: Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
DPNF Reps Final v2.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam
Further to the below, please find an updated set of representations, with one minor
addition of wording.
Again, I would be grateful if you could please confirm safe receipt of these representations.
Please do not hesitate to get in touch should you have any queries.
With kind regards,
Sean Gilbreth
Senior Planner
direct: 020 7004 1785
mobile: 07795 397 612
e-mail: sean.gilbreth@dp9.co.uk
DP9 Ltd
100 Pall Mall
London
SW1Y 5NQ
telephone: 020 7004 1700 facsimile: 020 7004 1790 website: www.dp9.co.uk

03 May 2019

Planning Policy
Regeneration and Planning
London Borough of Camden
Judd Street
London WC1H 9JE
By email to planningpolicy@camden.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam
DRAFT DARTMOUTH PARK NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: SUBMISSION VERSION CONSULTATION
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF MURPHY GROUP
These representations are submitted to the London Borough of Camden (LBC) on behalf of our
client, Murphy Group, in respect of the Dart outh Park Neigh ourhood Foru s DPNF draft
Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan (DPNP) consultation.
Background
Murphy Group owns the freehold of a 6.8-hectare site off Highgate Road, Kentish Town
(referred to as the site , or Murphy s Yard ). The site is located a short distance west of Kentish
Town Railway Station and Town Centre. It is currently located within a defined Industry Area
and is occupied by the Murphy Group as their national headquarters. The site is partially located
within the boundaries of the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Area.
The site represents a key regeneration opportunity both within the DPNP area and Camden
more widely, and Murphy Group are currently exploring options for redevelopment of the site.
Murphy Group intends to remain on the site throughout this process and during the operational
phase of any redevelopment, continuing their operations which are essential for servicing all of
Murphy Group s contracts across London.
Given the longer-term regeneration and mixed-use redevelopment opportunities for the
Murphy site in particular proposed by the Neighbourhood Forum, our client welcomes the
publication of the latest draft DPNP and the opportunity to comment. Our client would like to
make a number of specific comments on certain aspects of the draft document, which are set
out below. In the event the Examiner deems a public hearing necessary to test the soundness
of the plan, our client wishes to reserve to ability to attend and present their representations.

Representations
Draft Policy SNS1 (Community engagement)
It is not the purpose of the draft Neighbourhood Plan to allocate any development sites.
However, the draft Plan has considered a number of parcels of land across the plan area that
are considered suitable for development and which the Neighbourhood Forum expects to come
forward for development (known as Specific Neighbourhood Sites ). If development is
proposed on such sites, draft Policy SNS1 seeks that community engagement and compliance
with the aims of the plan is sought by applicants. The policy encourages applicants to produce
a Development Brief with the community prior to submitting a planning application, as well
engaging in an agreed programme of consultation with the local community. As noted in Figure
9A on page 90, Murphy s Yard is ide tified as a Specific Neighbourhood Site (SNS), which
would be subject to draft Policy SNS1.
Murphy Group supports the principle of active engagement with the DPNF and the wider
community as part of the design process prior to any planning application being submitted.
Neighbourhood planning is a right for communities introduced through the Localism Act 2011
and is a vital element in the planning process. The consultation period allows local people to
express their views on matters which relate to local issues and engagement in this process
should always be encouraged. It is the intention of our client that proposals for redevelopment
of the site at Murphy s Yard ould e ro ustly consulted upon with the local community,
including members of the DPNF, to e sure that the o
u ity s ie s ha e ee take i to
consideration.
Murphy’s Yard SNS
Regarding the Murphy s Yard SNS spe ifi ally, Murphy Group supports the draft Pla s ie
that the site has the potential to enhance the local area with a sensitively designed and highquality scheme. The Kentish Town area, and in particular Highgate Road, is well connected by
a range of public transport modes, including rail and bus. Murphy s Yard represents a significant
land holding in a sustainable location, well suited to a range of development options of an
appropriate scale to deliver new homes and/or economic development. The future of this part
of Kentish Town, regenerated as a new high-quality development, is strongly supported by the
Murphy Group.
The draft Plan specifies that a redevelopment of the site should comprise a mixed-use
development with residential, business/employment, retail and community floorspace.
Murphy Group is supportive of considering a range of uses which could constitute
redevelopment at the site, ho e er, the alue of the site s position as an industrial location
should not be underestimated. The site has the capacity not only to re-provide the existing
industrial uses, but also expand on a mix of other uses, such as residential, office, retail etc. At

this early stage in the proposals for Murphy s Yard, Murphy Group would not wish to rule out
any redevelopment option of the site.
The re-provision of employment-led uses would not necessarily exclude the delivery of other
types of floorspace, such as residential or community uses. As set out in the draft London Plan
at Policy E7 (Industrial intensification, co-location and substitution), the Mayor is supportive of
co-locating industrial uses with other uses, provided that the amenity of these more sensitive
users in protected, and that the operations of the industrial uses would not be prejudiced as a
result.
It is noted in the description of the Murphy s Site SNS that the site has the potential to
o tri ute sig ifi a tly to Ca de s housi g a d e ploy e t targets. The draft Plan states
that the site has development capacities of up to 30,000 sqm of employment space, 5,000 sqm
of community/retail/other and 500 homes, equating to approximately 125 dwellings per
hectare (ha). These figures appear to have been based on information provided in the
Murphy s Yard Fra e ork Masterpla , prepared by AECOM for the Dartmouth Park
Neighbourhood Forum.
Murphy Group s ie is that these figures are highly conservative and would not optimise the
development potential of the site. Ha i g re ie ed AECOM s asterpla do u e t, it is ot
clear how these development figures were reached, other than through indicative layout and
height options. The draft Plan also appears to discount one of the masterplan options
presented, which shows the potential for 676 residential units to be delivered, at a density of
169 units/ha. However, even this minimally increased figure would still represent a highly
under-developed scheme, which would be contrary to the significant need for housing and
employment floorspace set out in the London and Camden Local Plans.
The conservative figures put forward in these masterplan options are largely due to the
restrictive building heights proposed, the maximum of which is 9 storeys. AECOM explains that
these maximum heights have been determined on the basis of the Kentish Town
Neighbourhood Plan Designated View, which as set out in more detail below, is considered by
Murphy Group to be unjustifiably restrictive. Murphy Group considers that the heights of the
buildings on site could extend beyond 9 stories without having a detrimental impact on the
Designated View, and would robustly demonstrate this through detailed townscape and views
assessments submitted as part of any planning application at the site. This would therefore
allow a greater quantum of development to be brought forward on site, which would be
appropriate to its highly accessible location in an urban environment.
The draft Plan otes Ca de s de elopi g planning framework for Kentish Town (KTPF), which
includes both Murphy s Yard and the Regis Road site to the south of the railway. The draft KTPF
seeks comprehensive development of both sites and whilst we acknowledge the aspiration for
the holistic regeneration of the area, the delivery of the Murphy site should not be constrained

by progress at the Regis Road site. We recognise that the draft DPNP does not set out such an
aspiration for simultaneous delivery of the site, which Murphy Group supports.
At present, pedestrian and cycle access in and around the site is poor. Murphy Group is
supportive of the draft Pla s desire to see i pro ed o e ti ity a d permeability across the
site between Gordon House Road, Highgate Road and Gospel Oak Station. As the
redevelopment proposals for the site are at an early stage in development, exactly how this
permeability across the site will be implemented has not yet been decided. However, Murphy
Group s i itial ie is that ehicle access points would be most appropriately located off
Highgate Road, with the existing access off Gordon House Road being suitable for pedestrian,
cycle and emergency access only. A further pedestrian access point should be provided
between the bridges at the north end of the site near Gospel Oak Station.
The emerging redevelopment proposals for the site seek to maintain a vehicular access off
Gordon House Road, due to servicing requirements and legal rights of access in the northern
section of the site. The design team would seek to explore the possibility of creating a new
access on Gordon House Road to the west of the railway bridge, however, if this is not possible,
the existing Gordon House Road access would need to be maintained. In any event, it is Murphy
Group s genuine intention to realise better connectivity at the site, and understands that in
order to deliver substantial public realm enhancements at Murphy s Yard, i pro ed a ess to
and across the site will be a necessity of redevelopment.
The draft Plan e ourages rede elop e t of Murphy s Yard to i orporate e ha e e ts to
local greenness and openness. Murphy Group are supportive of increased greening of the site,
which would ultimately assist in delivering the necessary public realm enhancements as part of
the site s rede elop e t. Ho e er, it should e oted that this pro isio of gree a d ope
space should not come at the expense of the ability to deliver a large quantum of floorspace at
the site. As part of any redevelopment, Murphy Group would explore the possibility of
incorporating this greening as part of any new buildings on site, such as through the inclusion
of brown and green roofs and walls, which would be part of a wider sustainability strategy at
the site.
The draft Plan states that, should redevelopment of the site go forward, the Forum would
support the inclusion of mitigation measures to offset the impact of the development on
existing local infrastructure, such as through the provision of new educational or medical
facilities, etc. Murphy Group would like to note that, any planning application submitted for the
redevelopment of the site would be accompanied by a full Environmental Statement to ensure
any impacts are mitigated. Furthermore, a significant Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
contribution would be secured from the applicant by Camden, which would contribute towards
funding infrastructure in the area.
In terms of the other requirements set out by the draft Plan for the Murphy s Yard SNS, such as
affordable housing, car parking, external amenity space, etc., any planning application

submitted for a redevelopment of the site will have due regard to the relevant development
plan policies and will seek to provide the best design solution for the site, taking account of all
constraints and opportunities. The extent to which Murphy Group provides additional
infrastructure on site will be subject to the nature and constraints of the final proposals as well
as detailed discussions with LBC, the statutory bodies and local community
Building Heights
Absent of immediately neighbouring buildings, the western edge of the site presents itself as
an appropriate location for increased development. There is the potential to gradually step up
building heights towards the centre of the site, and provide a cluster of taller marker buildings
to demarcate the convergence of any future north-south and east-west connections that would
connect the site with the wider north London area.
Murphy s Yard does ot sit ithi a y protected local views as set out in Figure 2A of the draft
Plan. However, as noted i the Murphy s Yard SNS des riptio in the draft Plan, the viewing
corridor in the Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan, from Kentish Town station to Parliament
Hill, should be respected in accordance with that plan. Murphy Group recognises the desire for
a view towards Parliament Hill from the area adjacent to Kentish Town Underground station.
Murphy Group was involved during the consultation process for the Kentish Town
Neighbourhood Plan, which defined this protected view and was supported by Murphy Group
in principle, although would like to make the following points.
The view from Kentish Town Station towards the Heath cannot be described as of especially
good quality, and it is unlikely that the majority of passers-by would take particular note of it.
This is largely due to the presence of highways clutter in the foreground and electric gantries
running along the rail lines beyond the bridge. However, the trees on Hampstead Heath can be
seen clearly beyond all this, terminating the view above the rail bridge parapet.
What is most eye-catching about the view is the large area of grass that is visible in the distance,
which is noticeable when sunlight falls on it. For the most part, the grass that is visible is on the
slope that rises above the Parliament Hill Fields athletics track. Above this, and beyond an
intervening line of trees, a much smaller band of the grassed area around the high point of
Parliament Hill itself can be seen. Above this are more trees on the Heath, further to the north,
rising to the skyline of the view as seen from here. As can be seen, the KTNF viewing corridor is
not centred on the visible area of grass, but is shifted to the right, relative to this grass.
With this in mind, while the presence of a view towards Parliament Hill from Kentish Town
Station should be respected, the townscape value of this view is not considered to be especially
significant. As such, a significant amount of weight should not be given to this view when
weighing it up against the potential for the site to deliver a significant amount of residential or
commercial floorspace.

Draft Policy DC3 (Requirement for good design)
Murphy Group supports the design principles and criteria which comprise draft Policy DC3.
There are examples of inappropriate development in Kentish Town which has left a legacy of
poorly designed frontages, which are out of keeping with the local area and have a negative
impact on the visual amenity and sense of the area. The draft policy for high-quality,
contextually-appropriate design is clearly necessary and consists of the same design
parameters which are included within the Camden Local Plan (supported by Camden Planning
Guidance 1), and with Kentish Town Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy
(2011), Camden Streetscape Design Manual (2005), Town Centres SPG Greater London
Authority July 2014, Shaping Neighbourhoods: character and context supplementary planning
guidance GLA June 2014, Urban Design Compendium 2 – MADE.

Draft Policy D4 (Heritage assets)
The Murphy Group supports the principle for the improvement and retention of buildings and
features in the Kentish Town Area in the 2015 Local List. The site contains buildings which are
designated on the Local List (ref:630) (included within the DPNP boundary) as having
Ar hite tural a d To s ape Sig ifi a e . Some of these buildings and their features are
important elements to the local Kentish Town fabric and history, and Murphy Group would seek
to retain these important assets where possible as part of any redevelopment plans. These
buildings are described in the Local List as follows;
E se le of large red ri k sheds at the or er of Sa derso lose. Dati g to the late 19th
century these were the Kentish Town Locomotive Sheds for the Midland Railway, and sat just to
the east of the Tottenham North and South Curves lines in an industrial landscape with other
warehouses such as bottling stores at the end of Carkers Lane, and gas works. Rare evidence of
the s ale of the railway i frastru ture i the orough i this period .
It should be noted however, that parts of these shed buildings suffered a large amount of
damage during the Second World War and were subsequently rebuilt. As such, many of the
original architectural features and qualities which made them special have been lost. Murphy
Group considers therefore that there would be little merit in retaining architectural structures
and features of limited or no heritage value, especially if this would prevent a more
comprehensive development of the site coming forward, which would provide much-needed
housing and commercial floorspace.

Draft Policy H1 (Meeting housing need), Policy H2 (Affordable housing)
Murphy Group is supportive of both the draft Neighbourhood Plan a d Ca de Lo al Pla s
intent to encourage a range of provisions to meet current and future housing needs by
advocating for the delivery of a significant amount of housing. The draft Plan states that the
existing broad range of tenure and type of housing should be maintained. Murphy Group
supports this approach and would seek that a redevelopment of the site includes a variety of
housing, in line with the requirements of Camden and the Greater London Authority.
Policy H2 states that the Forum supports the development of affordable housing by requiring
all proposals for one or more additional homes to maximise the inclusion of affordable housing,
as required by Ca de s Lo al Pla . To this effect, Murphy Group will look to provide the
maximum viable amount of affordable housing on site. Precise details regarding the proposed
mix and tenure of the housing units are yet to be determined, but these will be subject to
detailed dis ussio s ith LBC s housi g tea .

Draft Policy ES3 (Biodiversity)
Murphy Group supports the protection and encouragement of areas of biodiverse habitat and
recognises the need to increase the biodiversity of green spaces. There are opportunities to
increase and extend the biodiverse habitat along the existing green corridors (highlighted on
Figure 7B on page 75), and to strive to provide a green corridor from the centre of the
neighbourhood forum area to Parliament Hill and Hampstead Heath.

Concluding Remarks
We trust that the above representations are clear and that they will be considered in the next
stage of the DPNP. We also request that we are consulted on any future planning policy
documents concerning the area.
If you require any additional information, or would like to discuss this matter further, then
please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleagues Alexandra Milne or Sean Gilbreth at this
office.
Yours faithfully

DAVID MORRIS
Board Director
DP9 Ltd

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Smith, Kayley <Kayley.Smith@highwaysengland.co.uk>
05 April 2019 16:44
PlanningPolicy; Planning SE
growthandplanning
RE: #7104 Notice of submission of Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan

Consultation: Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
Highways England Ref.: #7104
Dear Camden Planning Policy team,
Thank you for your e-mail dated 14 March 2019, inviting Highways England to comment on
the above consultation and indicating that a response was required by 3 May 2019.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN
is a critical national asset and, as such, Highways England works to ensure that it operates
and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs, as well
as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity. We will
therefore be concerned with proposals that have the potential to impact the safe and efficient
operation of the SRN.
Having examined the Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan, we are satisfied that its
policies will not materially affect the safety, reliability and / or operation of the SRN (the tests
set out in DfT C2/13 para 10 and DCLG NPPF para 32). Accordingly, Highways England
does not offer any comments on the consultation at this time.
Thank you again for consulting with Highways England. We look forward to future
consultation via our inbox: PlanningSE@highwaysengland.co.uk.
Kind regards,

Kayley Smith
Highways England | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey | GU1
4LZ
Web: https://highwaysengland.co.uk

Date: 3 May 2019
London Borough of Camden

Contact: Karen Corkery
Direct line: 020 7974 1437
Email: karen.corkery@camden.gov.uk

Supporting Communities Directorate
5 Pancras Square
London
N1C 4AG

Kate Goodman

Phone: 0207 974 1437

Principal Planner
Strategic Planning and Implementation Team

www.camden.gov.uk

London Borough of Camden
5 Pancras Square
London
N1C4AG

Response to the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum Plan

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood plan. Under Policy
ES1, as landowner of Parliament Hill School site and William Ellis School, we object to additional land
o the s hool sites ei g i luded as pa t of the othe spa e optio s . The e a e u e tl o st u tio
schemes on both sites to reconfigure the buildings and make improvements to the teaching and
learning environment. Some of this development is located within the proposed additional open
spaces of value and therefore we do not support the proposal for additional open space on these sites.

Please note that the Trustees of The Birkbeck and William Ellis Schools Trust have a long lease on the
William Ellis School site and they have been informed of the proposal and given the opportunity to
comment. La Sainte Union School is also included in the proposal for additional other spaces options
under Policy ES1 and this is not owned by the London Borough of Camden and therefore the school
should be contacted directly.
Yours sincerely

Gavin Haynes
Director of Property Management

From:

Bill Pryde <billpryde@icloud.com>

Sent:

24 April 2019 18:30

To:

PlanningPolicy

Cc:

dartmouthpark@hotmail.com

Subject:

Re: Dartmouth park Neighbourhood Plan

Dear Sir or Madam,
I went this morning to Kentish Town Library to peruse a copy of the Dartmouth Park
Neighbourhood plan, and having read it wish to make a couple of points, as a local resident,
to clarify my concerns about some of the strategy and recommendations in the document.
I live in Chetwynd Road, the through run that residents have been trying to get looked and
monitored, without success, for well over thirty years.
I am happy to see that the Neighbourhood Plan recommends a study into the pollution levels
and traffic nightmares we currently face in Chetwyd Road: study TS3 and Pollution
Measures: DC4 (f)
I was alarmed, but not surprised, to read that up to 6000 cars A DAY use our road as a cut
through. I totally understand, and am aware of the fact that pollution levels are 25% above
average than those in most of Central London. We are not able to open any of our windows in
the front of our properties, denying us the opportunity to get any fresh air into our homes.
The noise level of this constant and often aggressive traffic means that it is impossible to
sleep at the front of the property, as the frustration of drivers, particularly vans, means they
race down the road at all times of the day and night, once they have been able to find a way
through the bottleneck of what is in effect a one way street: And Should Be.
I am amazed that there have not been more accidents in our street. Even at 8.00am in the
morning my dog and I have been cut up by frustrated drivers on numerous occasions. These
drivers seem to have no idea nor consideration that they are driving through a Residential
Area, seeing it merely as a cut through to get to the rest of North London as quickly as
possible . I hope the Neighbourhood Plan is successful in finally encouraging the Council to
take this matter seriously, on behalf of their ratepayers, especially in light of the Mayor’s
highly publicised concerns.
The second matter, which is related, as the report acknowledges, is to do with the somewhat
delicate area of further residential developments to the houses in Spencer Rise, which face
the back of our garden and our homes in Tudor Mansions.

Tudor Mansions was built in 1899 and each of the five flats has a balcony, allowing us fresh
air, views and access to light.
The Neighbourhood Plan notes that any further developments require special care..
Over recent years extensions have been allowed to the back of Spencer Road properties.
These have already greatly effected the character of the area, in a detrimental way, and
most importantly affecting the amenity of us, their very near neighbours. These extensions all
have glass walls and windows, generally without either curtains or blinds, allowing for
unnecessary views from time to time. .Lights (internal and external) are left on all night, and
our neighbours seem to take no responsibility nor concern over this. They also seem totally
unconcerned, or at least unaware of, how their levels of noise affects their near neighbours .
It is therefore with great concern that I read in the Neighbourhood Plan
about recommendations for FURTHER applications for LOFT developments in Spenser
Rise,. This would further aggravate an already difficult situation. Not only would such further
extentions obscure our views and the availability of sky and daylight to our properties… (
the reason many of us moved here in the first place,,,,) but would further jeapordise our
privacy.
For instance I cannot understand why Dormer Windows are being suggested at the back of
these properties, directly looking over our garden and directly into our flats , whilst Dormer
Windows at the front, which merely look over the street, are deemed acceptable in the Plan.
Surely, in such a mixed residential area (primarily in terms of age, which seems to be
somewhat overlooked...) the concerns of those of us who have already downsized in recent
years, to free up our larger properties, need a voice for our rights and welfare provision as
well.
I would like to be notified of the Council's decision in all matters relating to the
Neighbourhood Plan, and would wish to participate in a public meeting if one were to be
held.
The development of our neighbourhood, which I fear seems to be currently ambushed by
people with the financial resources to just build, build, build… (up, out and under)... many of
whom don’t even live here ...are developing the area simply for financial return.,
I would hope that the Council, in the light of the Neighbourhood Plan's recommendations,
would see it primarily as their responsibility to maintain and guarantee the quality of the lives
of current residents, who have chosen to see out their days here.
Yours sincerely,
Bill Pryde
Flat 4
Tudor Mansions
Chetwyd Road
London NW5 1DD

From:

Deborah Wolton <deborahwolton@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent:

27 April 2019 19:53

To:

PlanningPolicy

Subject:

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan - comment on swifts

Follow Up Flag:

Follow up

Flag Status:

Flagged

I would ike to put in a few words for the swifts that sweep into this area in early May. They bring great
pleasure and we are so lucky to have them. They remind us that we need to be aware of the critical
loss of bio-diversity and be reminded that there are things we can do in terms of building regulations
to make sure that these wonderful birds do not lose all possibilities of nesting.

Deborah Wolton
8 Oakford Road
NW5 1AH

From: Dympna McEvoy <dymmac1@yahoo.com>
Sent: 27 April 2019 13:20
To: Planning <Planning@camden.gov.uk>
Cc: dartmouth@hotmail.com
Subject: Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan

By December 2019 I will have lived in Tudor Mansions Chetwynd Rd for fifty
years.
My concerns for the future of the neighbourhood regard traffic, air quality and
excessive development.
I have been through various plans and protests re the traffic in Chetwynd Rd and
surrounding areas. The only perceptible improvement has been the traffic humps which
at least slow the traffic down.
The air quality has got exponentially worse and the evidence of our senses is confirmed
by measurement of pollution levels.
When traffic is queuing up at school times and whenever large vehicles are trying to
negotiate a road designed for 19th and early 20th century traffic, (most of the time), the
exhaust fumes of idling engines is particularly poisonous.
It is impossible to negotiate the footpath when wheeling a buggy with a toddler walking
beside. The vehicles of the new rich have got bigger and bigger and regularly park well
over the allowed line. This also makes it difficult for the wheelchair users residents.
Perhaps the Neighbourhood Plan will prompt the council in a total rethink of traffic
management in Chetwynd Rd and some of the nearby much quieter streets.
The footpath parking needs to be enforced so that vehicles do not squeeze out
pedestrians by parking over the designated line. Has anyone been penalised for this? A
major rethink of this policy is needed.

Going hand in hand with the traffic problems are the problems caused
by overdevelopment in Spencer Rise and Dartmouth Park Hill.
Over recent years most of the houses in Spencer Rise have had extensions, nearly all
with large glass walls. These houses back on to Tudor Mansions and have considerably
compromised our privacy.
The residents in Spencer Rise would appear to have little regard for their own privacy as
all aspects of lives are conducted in brightly lit rooms with no blinds or curtains. This
includes bathrooms and bedrooms.
We are sometimes subjected to views of our neighbours’ lives which we would rather not
have to witness.

The lighting, including very bright security lights permanently on outside daylight hours,
also causes considerable light pollution to our much more modestly lit properties and
spoils the amenity of our balconies.
I am concerned that The Neighbourhood Plan is recommending further development of
lofts in Spencer Rise. This would further compromise the right of Tudor Mansions’
residents to lack of light pollution and noise pollution.
The bigger cars and large extensions and conversions all point to a huge demographic
change in the area. Many of the conversions are carried out by owners who live abroad
and don’t have to suffer the noise and extra traffic generated by their ’improvements’.
We and other retired residents have to endure the noise, dust and extra traffic generated
by these extensions.
The larger capacity houses do nothing to ease the housing shortage as they squeeze out
families on lower income who used to comprise many of the residents but now could not
possibly afford to live in this area.
We and many of our elderly neighbours in Chetwynd Rd have lived here since the
seventies and many did jobs which contributed to society; teachers, social workers,
hospital workers, street cleaners, postal workers, railway workers and many more. Most
of these could not afford to live in the area now.
While we are always grateful for neighbours who have the skills, energy, time and
resources to take part in these consultations, I urge the Council to look carefully at The
Neighbourhood Plan and consider the wider community when making decisions.

Dympna McEvoy 3 Tudor Mansions Chetwynd Rd

From:

Eileen Willmott <eileenea.willmott@gmail.com>

Sent:

03 May 2019 09:52

To:

PlanningPolicy

Subject:

Comments on DPNF Plan 03/05/19

Follow Up Flag:

Follow up

Flag Status:

Flagged

Dear Planners,
I was involved with the DPNF Plan and support it’s Key Issues and Vision.

I am also involved with the DPCAAC, especially the trees, and wholeheartedly support the
retention of ‘the
neighbourhood’s leafy feel, with treasured green and open spaces, and wide tree-lined roads
giving a semi-rural or village feel’. I therefore support policy ES2 to promote and increase
the number of healthy trees.

I support policy ES2 on solar panels, but only if they are ‘visually integrated into roofs, are
not visible from the street
and do not project above the plane of the roof’. I do object to large solar panels, black in
colour, being sited on the front red-tiled maisonette roof of a ‘Homes for Heroes’ on the
Brookfield Estate.
(Also I agree with Nicholas Bradfield’s comments on No 32, Laurier Road).
Thank you,
Eileen Willmott

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Elizabeth Goodburn <egoodburn@hotmail.com>
29 April 2019 15:35
PlanningPolicy
Feedback on Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum Draft
Plan Submission
Follow up
Flagged

To:
Planning Policy
Regeneration & Planning
London Borough of Camden
Dear Sir/Madam,
I have read with interest the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Forum Draft Plan Submission
and have attended one or two discussion meetings over the last year or two.
I think that overall the document sets out a very sensible and viable plan for the area in
which we live.
I have a few specific points which I feel it may be important to highlight:
The volume of Traffic and its impact certainly does need to be reduced.
I firmly support the extended hours of restricted parking which is being introduced in CA U.
Other measures to reduce traffic will be welcome.
There is a 20 mph speed limit but at the moment it doesn't seem to be enforced. It would be
good to introduce measures to ensure that the speed limit is respected. Personally I have
no objection to speed humps, narrow areas, signage and single lane one way streets.
Anything that gets people out of cars and onto public transport or cycling/walking has got to
be a good thing! Maybe even some cameras would be a good idea.
As we will be encouraged in the near future (when the ULEZ is extended) to trade in our old
cars for electric or hybrids, it would be good to start putting in more easily accessible
electric charging points.
It is an excellent idea to encourage cycling. Additional cycle lanes and cycle parking would
be very helpful. It would also be good to have measures (e.g. CCTV near cycle parks) to
discourage theft. Cycle traffic lights at junctions would also be a very good idea.
I noted the map of Green Spaces. It looks as though the Green Space at the Dartmouth Park
Hill end of Chester Road has been missed out. I wasn't sure why this wasn't included. I have
noted that this space seems to attract a lot of rubbish tipping and I am sure it could do with
more maintenance and protection.

I totally agree that any kind of high-rise development has to be forbidden. Its not just the
sight lines, the whole area consists of buildings no more that 4 storeys high (or maybe 5 if
basements are included!).
I certainly agree with Policy DC3 that 'Extensions to existing buildings must be subordinate
to existing development and in keeping with setting including the relationships to adjoining
properties'
However, it was of great concern to see in Policy DC4 that 'small' rear extensions can be
permitted. Although the Policy does state that such extensions 'should not harm the
amenity of neighbouring properties' I know of more than one case where such extensions
have been built which just stick out into a neighbouring back garden like a huge box and
have been allowed to proceed despite objections. Loft extensions and single storey side
extensions are not usually nearly such a problem so it would be better if the regulations
were more strictly enforced for the back garden extensions.
I hope the above is helpful and that you get plenty more feedback.
I will look forward to seeing the final plan.
With best regards
Elizabeth Goodburn
4, Bramshill Gardens
London
NW5 1JH
07960462612

From:

Islington Swifts <islingtonswifts@gmail.com>

Sent:

03 May 2019 16:54

To:

PlanningPolicy

Cc:

mail@swift-conservation.org

Subject:

Fwd: Fwd: Notice of submission of Dartmouth Park
Neighbourhood Plan

Follow Up Flag:

Follow up

Flag Status:

Flagged

Please find below our comments with regard to the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan consultation
Islington Swifts Group are an independent conservation organisation for urban biodiversity that
started in Islington, but now has projects across north London.
We have liaised with Swift Conservation (www.swift-conservation.org), the national organisation for
swifts who are based in the Borough of Camden, as well as with residents in the Dartmouth Park
area, prior to submitting this consultation response.
Swifts are amber listed and House Sparrows are red listed in the UK, following steep declines in their
populations; these birds are still found in significant numbers in Dartmouth Park, but local feedback
suggests that the numbers seen are declining. Both are very dependent on buildings for their nest
sites.
The RSPB Swift Survey database shows nests sites confirmed within the Dartmouth Park area on
Chetwynd Road and Laurier Road; there are also several nest sites confirmed close to the boundary
of the area in architecturally similar locations (Burghley Road, Oakford Road, Tanza Road, Heath
Hurst Road), which suggests that nesting Swifts are under-reported within Dartmouth Park – this is
often the case as Swifts are elusive around their breeding sites. Residents may see Swifts overhead
but believe they are nesting in green areas rather than in nearby urban locations.
Further declines are likely due to renovations and extensions destroying nest sites; note that
protecting Swifts and Bats does not conflict with improved energy-efficiency, as they usually remain
outside the insulated layer.
Biodiversity was highlighted as important during the Dartmouth Park consultation but currently section
Policy ES3 Biodiversity only considers trees and green spaces and excludes buildings; Bats are also
buildings-dependent species that are overlooked by the plan.
Key ways that Swifts, Sparrows and Bats could be helped are:
 Their presence within the area and endangered status highlighted in the Plan section E3
Biodiversity, to increase awareness;

 Requirement of ecological surveys for planning permission where nest sites are known or
strongly suspected;
   Encourage wildlife-friendly refurbishment, so access to the nest sites is retained (may be in a
more controlled manner, e.g. so that birds cannot enter the loft space);
 Appropriate integrated measures in new-build developments and major refurbishments and
extensions: e.g. integrated nesting bricks for Swifts and/ or Sparrows, and/ or roosting bricks for Bats.

Islington Swifts Group

From:

Jane Mayhew <janemayhew@live.co.uk>

Sent:

02 May 2019 19:38

To:

PlanningPolicy

Cc:

Simon; michael_priaulx@yahoo.com

Subject:

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan Consultation

Follow Up Flag:
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Flag Status:

Flagged

Please find my response to this consultation:

I understand that the biodiversity section ES3 in the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood
Plan on which you are consulting omits mention of birds and bats in the crucial areas
of planning and building control.
I am indebted to Swift Conservation for the following information, which I
wholeheartedly endorse:
The RSPB Swift Survey database shows nests sites confirmed within the Dartmouth
Park area on Chetwynd Road and Laurier Road; there are also several nest sites
confirmed close to the boundary of the area in architecturally similar locations
(Burghley Road, Oakford Road, Tanza Road, Heath Hurst Road), which suggests
that nesting Swifts are under-reported within Dartmouth Park – this is often the case
as Swifts are elusive around their breeding sites. Residents may see Swifts
overhead but believe they are nesting in green areas rather than in nearby urban
locations.
Further declines are likely due to renovations and extensions destroying nest sites;
note that protecting Swifts and Bats does not conflict with improved energyefficiency, as they usually remain outside the insulated layer.
Biodiversity was highlighted as important during the Dartmouth Park consultation but
currently section Policy ES3 Biodiversity only considers trees and green spaces and
excludes buildings; Bats are also buildings-dependent species that are overlooked
by the plan.
Key ways that Swifts, Sparrows and Bats could be helped are:

·
Their presence within the area and endangered status highlighted in the Plan
section E3 Biodiversity, to increase awareness;
·
Requirement of ecological surveys for planning permission where nest sites are
known or strongly suspected;
·
Encourage wildlife-friendly refurbishment, so access to the nest sites is retained
(may be in a more controlled manner, e.g. so that birds cannot enter the loft space);
·
Appropriate integrated measures in new-build developments and major
refurbishments and extensions: e.g. integrated nesting bricks for Swifts and/ or
Sparrows, and/ or roosting bricks for Bats.
Today our first Dartmouth Park swifts have arrived from Africa to breed. Swifts have
nested under the eaves of our house in Chetwynd Road for at least as long as we
have been here – some 16 years - bringing their exuberant sights and sounds of
summer – but we have observed fewer of them return to the area every year. Most
people are unaware how easy it is to attract, or to maintain – nesting sites but
equally how easy to destroy them unwittingly. It is vital that planning guidance
documents increase awareness and help reverse swifts’ decline .

Jane Alomoto
54 Chetwynd Road
London
NW5 1BY

From:

Patricia Herbert <pherbert267@btinternet.com>

Sent:
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Cc:

John Slater; Ben Castell
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Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood
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Dear Sirs
With regard to the above Plan, we have the following comments to make specifically about
Swains Lane issues:
As residents our concerns are principally around the potential increase in activity on the lane
when the building development by Noble House at the Parliament Fields end is complete and
occupied. The increased use of Hampstead Heath each year and the concomitant increase in
activity is also a concern.
Residents should be protected from the impact of traffic, parking and possible late evening
noise as much as possible and this should be included in the Plan. This is, of course primarily
a residential street used by local people and many children on their way to the local schools.
Our additional concern is that any developments should be of good modern design of
appropriate scale & should not resort to pastiche solutions.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment

John & Patricia Herbert

26 Swains Lane N66QR

From:

John Chamberlain <jxchamberlain@candg.me.uk>

Sent:

03 May 2019 10:58

To:

PlanningPolicy

Subject:

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan

Follow Up Flag:

Follow up

Flag Status:

Flagged

I am writing in full support of the plan which I think has been
diligently produced in cooperation with local residents and with
exemplary efforts to consult. It represents a very fair balance of
sometimes conflicting points of view and meets the requirements of the
Basic Conditions.
If there is a hearing I would like to speak in favour.
Please inform me as to the Council's final decision.
-Regards
John Chamberlain
11 Grove Terrace
London
NW5 1PH
jxchamberlain@candg.me.uk
+44 20 7485 2685
+44 788 755 2391 (mobile)
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Sent:
To:
Subject:
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Flag Status:

John Slater <slaterconsult@gmail.com>
28 April 2019 11:33
PlanningPolicy
Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
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Flagged

Comments on Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
This is a well-researched and well set out Plan. However, below are a number of comments
and suggestions
1.In Chapter 4 on Housing (page 33), there is reference to Houses for a range of residents
from young professionals etc. It might be more appropriate to change this to ‘young persons
embarking on a career’. Not all young people looking for housing will be professionals.
2. Affordable Housing: It is clear that there is a real need for affordable housing for those
with low incomes or disabilities. Dartmouth Park has a significant stock of social housing. The
Plan should suggest a review to seek a more effective use of the stock of social
housing. It is very clear that there is widespread abuse, as well as properties occupied by
those who could afford to pay higher rents or move into the private rented sector. This could
release significant numbers of flats for those in real need.
3. Policy CM1. Community Facilities. It is unfortunate that the Camden policy appears to be
drafted to allow the Council to remove community facilities under a wide range of
circumstances, such as being deemed uneconomic. The Plan should indicate that it
regards the maintenance and improvement of Community facilities, especially for the
younger generation, as a high priority. It is right to call for the reconsideration of the
Highgate Community Centre re-development project.
4. Public Toilet: There are references to this proposal in Projects (page 47), on page 109 and
in Appendix 5. It would be beneficial to be accurate and consistent in the terminology used.
Suggested wording would be: “Public toilet close to the bus terminus at the junction of
Swain’s Lane with Highgate Road”.
5. Fig 6a on Page 49. The purple box relating to Swain’s Lane should extend to the junction
with Hillway. Currently it seems to end at the junction with Church Walk.
6. Reference to Bus route C2, should have in brackets (now 88)
7. On Page 51, ‘desire’ should be replaced by ‘need’ .There has been a noticeable increase
in traffic along Swain’s Lane, both vehicles and cycles, especially since the end of the Easter
break. The opening of the retail units in the NHP will make this even more of a problem
8 In section 8.2 on page 79, Swain’s Lane/Chester road might well be included, not least
because of the location of Brookfield Primary and the Konstam Nursery, as well as the NHP
development. It would be useful to have a traffic count. Suggest .... (especially Chetwynd
Road and Swain’s Lane/Chester road) during peak times.
9. Pages 83-87 make reference to dropped kerbs. Does it need to be made clear that this
will not impact on dropped kerbs for disabled access?

10. Policy TS2 Cycling Improvements. (page 86). Much is made of the needs to improve
facilities for cyclists. However, given the speed at which cyclists on training runs speed down
Highgate West Hill and sweep around the corner into Swain’s Lane, there must be a question
over whether residential streets, with potentially busy shopping centres, are appropriate for
road racing training runs
11. Chapter 10. The table in this Chapter indicates organisations which should be involved in
monitoring certain policies within the Plan. Clearly some further thought needs to be given to
the roles of the DPNF and the DPCAAC. The DPCAAC does have statutory
powers/obligations, which would seem to overlap with those proposed for the DPNF.
John M Slater
28 Swain’s Lane, London, N6 6QR
20 7485 1238

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Follow Up Flag:
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Dear Madam/Sir,
My comments on the above document are as follows:
Generally I support this document and the hard work we have put into it.
The document needs to be properly edited to provide a workable structure. Currently the Clauses
and sub-clauses do not flow and cause confusion. This is evidenced by me having to refer to page
numbers rather than clauses.
1. I strongly object to the inclusion of the four examples on page 26 under policy DC3. In no
way do they reflect the current architecture of Dartmouth Park or any we would want in
future. They would fit in well in Hemel Hempstead. I think the new Swains Lane
development may qualify as good design once it is uncovered. The recent extension of 32
Lau ie Road is a e a ple of hat e do t a t. The additio s look like o tai e s
dumped on the roof. Totally out of character with this Victorian street.
2. The example on page 30 of the back of a house in Chetwynd Road shows the selfish design
that creates light pollution for the neighbours.
3. The photo on page 54 should be replaced by a recent one; the two shops on the corner of
Weslyan Place have now been renovated.
4. Page 70 the map should include the recent redevelopment of William Ellis and Parliament
Hill schools which has opened up a green corridor up Highgate Road to the entrace to the
Heath. The two diffent greens on this map should be contrasting as you currently cannot
distiguish between the two. Hampstead Heath also needs to be shown as green open space.
Possibly hashed green.
5. The picture of the C2 bus on page 82 should be replaced by a photo of an 88 in the same
position.
6.

. . ASF Ga age, Captio : ASF Ga age to the ight i the photog aph has this o
approved? If so maybe all refences to this should be removed)

ee

7. Page
u de p oje t add to the te t It should e oted that it is u e tl the poli of
the City of London not to expand cycle routes on Hampstead Heath however this is policy is
e ie ed egula l
8. Page
. Repla e the last t o se te es ith: I additio , o the Gospel Oak to Ba ki g
line, the two car diesel trains were replaced with four car electric trains on completion of the

electrification of the line in early 2019. All these changes have placed additional pressure on
the si gle e t a e to the statio .
I trust the independent examiner will take these comments into account.
Best regards
Nick Bradfield

From:

Rae Fether <raefether@gmail.com>

Sent:

06 May 2019 23:13

To:

PlanningPolicy

Subject:

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
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Follow up

Flag Status:

Flagged

Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
My comments on above plan are set out below:

Fig 2A. Page 13 Item 7
This should be identified as York Rise / Chetwynd Road Neighbourhood Centre as it appears
elsewhere in this document, just York Rise is incorrect.
It is also shown in the WRONG LOCATION. This error is repeated in Fig 6A

Page 15. 12th line from top
“preserve or enhance” should read preserve and enhance
Page 29 Policy DC4 (b) amenity of neighbours can be equally harmed by light pollution this should be included in this point. See Camden’s Local Plan, Protecting Amenity Policy
A1(g) 6.6. Artifical lighting levels.
Page 31 Photo Roof extension York Rise
Is it supposed to be an example of a good or bad roof extension? At planning application
stage it was objected to by both the DPCAAC and Chetwynd and Twisden Roads RA. The
glass balustrade is no longer visible, it is entirely obscured by solid bamboo fencing; it be
should be shown in its present state giving a true picture of the unforeseen consequences of
planning decisions.

Page 35 Policy H1 (b) Meeting housing needs
“taking a sympathetic approach” for extensions suggests that a planning decision should take
into consideration the circumstances of the applicant which should not be a consideration.
Planning applications should be decided in line with Camden’s local development plan and
the DPCA Appraisal.
See also page 36 H1 (b) What often happens is as soon as a roof extension is allowed this
increases the value of the house and the owner sells on. Again another small un-enlarged
house has been lost to the housing stock.
Page 47. 8 lines down from top
Add “and Chetwynd Road" to “York Rise”. Chetwynd Road is part of this shopping hub and
has equally bad problems with rubbish and recycling especially at the fish restaurant at no 56.
Page 52 6.4.2 York Rise / Chetwynd Road
Introduction. Is it correct to give the name of a shop eg “Truffles” - this document will be in
force for 15 years when “Truffles” at no 33 may no longer exist.
Other shops/restaurants are not named so this is inconsistent. If ‘Truffles’ is named so they
should be.
Page 53 Opportunities
“Opportunity for the public realm of York Rise to be greatly improved perhaps by widening
the pavements and changing the flow of traffic to one-way”
Chetwynd Road is equally part of this neighbourhood centre. Making York Rise into a oneway street should not take precedence over the need to tackle the volume of through traffic in
Chetwynd Road and which it would forestall. It has been made project no 7 and it is vital this
is
combined with the Chetwynd Road study project no 15. There are ongoing discussions
about ways to mitigate traffic at rush hours and timed restrictions have been recently
considered at the junction of Dartmouth Park Hill and Chetwynd Road. However Dartmouth
Park Hill is on the boundary with Islington whose traffic planners have not agreed to this and
Camden is looking at other options. One possible solution could be to move the timed
restrictions down to the York Rise/Chetwynd Road junction or further. This would be an
opportunity to extend the public realm (project 7) and benefit from combined funding. There
should be no premature changes in road use until a scheme for the whole junction is agreed,
this caveat should be incorporated into the paragraph.

Page 63. Policy CE5 (a)
Include the post shop at no 58 Chetwynd Road in the list, which has historic merit similar to
no 33 York Rise.

Page 83 Policy TS1 Safety and accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists
The unacceptable situation with the footway in Chetwynd Road, especially in the more
narrow east section (see attached photos) has been the “elephant in the room” in this plan.
Due to lack of enforcement cars have encroached more and more onto the footpath, ignoring
the designated white lines for parking. There is barely enough room for a wheelchair to pass
(as a wheelchair user myself I am frequently forced to go on the road to get round parked
cars), for mothers with pushchairs and where pedestrians have to walk in single file. Clearly
there is conflict between cars parking within the parking strip and being damaged by wide
vehicles.
In the early days of consultation it was probable people concentrated merely on the traffic
flows.
Later when when the company ‘made.good’ undertook further consultation in the area,
Chetwynd Road was designated by the Forum as “lowest priority for engagement” (page 58
Consultations Appendix 7) and the Chetwynd and Twisden Roads’ RA was not consulted.
Although not a planning matter, the state of the restricted footway in Chetwynd Road should
have been raised as a particular issue in the area as were other
footpaths highlighted in this consultation.

Fig 9A Map of specific neighbourhood Sites Page 90
4. ASF Garage. The new building, whose planning application has recently been approved
for the site, is set back from Highgate Road with new public space in front which would be
informative to show.

Consultations Appendix 7
Page 25 Comment 35. Response should read DC3(h) instead of DC4(h)

Regards
Rae Fether
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Sent:
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Richard Hamley <rhamley@expediagroup.com>
03 May 2019 21:58
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Comments on Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan
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Please find the below comments on the Draft Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan comments :
Policy CM1.Community Facilities.
The policy appears to be drafted to allow the Council to remove community facilities under a wide
range of circumstances, such as being deemed uneconomic. The Plan should indicate that it regards
the maintenance and improvement of Community facilities, especially for the younger generation, as
a high priority. It is right to call for the reconsideration of the Highgate Community Centre redevelopment project
Chapter 6
6.4.1. High street :
In keeping with the overall objectives of the Plan, Neighbourhood Centres should be seen as
primarily servicing the local community rather than attracting customers from the local High streets
and shopping centres. It would be important for the Plan to reflect this by ensuring that the hours of
operation of the retail units reflect the residential nature of their location.
Chapter 8 & Project 2 Cycling Improvements :
Whilst improving facilities for cyclists is welcome there is a different issue regards the high number
of cyclists on training runs, particularly at weekends, who come down Highgate West Hill and into
S ai s La e at speed a d a uestio o e hethe eside tial st eets a e app op iate fo oad
racing training runs. The option for traffic calming a d pedest ia
ossi gs to e added i S ai s
Lane and at the bottom of Highgate West Hill could potentially factor in better managing these
s e a io s.
Regards
Richard Hamley
33 Swains Lane
London N6 6QL

From:

Robert West <robertwest100@gmail.com>

Sent:
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PlanningPolicy; Susan Michie; Robert West
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Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
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Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing in response to the consultation on the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood Plan to
say that in my view it is an exceptionally thorough and well-conceived document, and I
endorse it wholeheartedly. I only wish the plan had been in place when the Bull & Last
planning application was submitted because that application, approved without even going to
the Planning Committee despite extensive objections from local residents, comprehensively
violates pretty much all the relevant recommendations in the Plan. But that is just one aspect
of the Plan that, if Camden takes it on board, will do much to sustain the quality of life of
local residents and help local businesses to thrive.

Yours faithfully

Robert West and Susan Michie
2a Woodsome Road, London NW5 1RY
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Please find my response to this consultation:
I understand that the biodiversity section ES3 in the Dartmouth Park Neighbourhood
Plan on which you are consulting omits mention of birds and bats in the crucial areas
of planning and building control.
I am indebted to Swift Conservation for the following information, which I
wholeheartedly endorse:
The RSPB Swift Survey database shows nests sites confirmed within the Dartmouth
Park area on Chetwynd Road and Laurier Road; there are also several nest sites
confirmed close to the boundary of the area in architecturally similar locations
(Burghley Road, Oakford Road, Tanza Road, Heath Hurst Road), which suggests
that nesting Swifts are under-reported within Dartmouth Park – this is often the case
as Swifts are elusive around their breeding sites. Residents may see Swifts
overhead but believe they are nesting in green areas rather than in nearby urban
locations.
Further declines are likely due to renovations and extensions destroying nest sites;
note that protecting Swifts and Bats does not conflict with improved energyefficiency, as they usually remain outside the insulated layer.
Biodiversity was highlighted as important during the Dartmouth Park consultation but
currently section Policy ES3 Biodiversity only considers trees and green spaces and
excludes buildings; Bats are also buildings-dependent species that are overlooked
by the plan.
Key ways that Swifts, Sparrows and Bats could be helped are:
·
Their presence within the area and endangered status highlighted in the Plan
section E3 Biodiversity, to increase awareness;
·
Requirement of ecological surveys for planning permission where nest sites are
known or strongly suspected;
·
Encourage wildlife-friendly refurbishment, so access to the nest sites is retained
(may be in a more controlled manner, e.g. so that birds cannot enter the loft space);
·
Appropriate integrated measures in new-build developments and major
refurbishments and extensions: e.g. integrated nesting bricks for Swifts and/ or
Sparrows, and/ or roosting bricks for Bats.
Today our first Dartmouth Park swifts have arrived from Africa to breed. Swifts have
nested under the eaves of our house in Chetwynd Road for at least as long as we

have been here – some 16 years - bringing their exuberant sights and sounds of
summer – but we have observed fewer of them return to the area every year. Most
people are unaware how easy it is to attract, or to maintain – nesting sites but
equally how easy to destroy them unwittingly. It is vital that planning guidance
documents increase awareness and help reverse swifts’ decline .
Simon Conroy
54 Chetwynd Road
London
NW5 1BY
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