
Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 08:16:53 +0000
From: James Sawtell
To: planningpolicy@camden.gov.uk
Subject: Response to allocation of Site C27

I am writing to object to this section of the Camden Local Plan.
The site you are proposing as a Gypsy and Travellers Site is immediately opposite
Bridge Approach and Chalk Farm Bridge - this is a vital artery for the whole of
the Primrose Hill area.
This artery is in constant use for:
Local residents: It is a crucial artery used every day for local people to access
transport links - buses and tubes on Adelaide Road, Haverstock Hill and Chalk
Farm Road. From children, young people and families on their school routines in
the morning and afternoon, regular commuters throughout the day going to and
from work including people working in Primrose Hill, as well as local young
people from local families going to and from the area in the evening. It is vital
this artery always remains a safe conduit for everyone, especially in the
evening when local young people are more vulnerable.
Many young visitors: Primrose Hill has seen a massive increase in visitors over
recent years (during and post COVID) attracted by the local amenities - bars and
restaurants and Primrose Hill itself. The scale of the increase has led to well
publicised anti-social issues that have resulted in Primrose Hill Park being closed
from 10pm to 6am on Friday, Saturday and Sunday for part of the year (with
new gates installed). I would imagine it is important for all concerned that safe
access to the area for such a huge number of people remains a top priority.
Please note that many residents have only become aware of this proposal in the
last few days. I consider this to be an inadequate consultation process on such
an important issue for residents.
Because of the unfortunately short interval between my discovery of the plan
and the date for the closure of the consultation, my formal response is limited to
a strong endorsement of the excellent response of the Adelaide Road Tenants
Association (attached).
James Sawtell

Responder 246







on the grounds of unsoundness, as it fails the tests of justification, effectiveness, and consistency 
with national policy as set out in NPPF paragraph 35. 

1. Loss of Functional Amenity Space Used by Residents 

While not formally designated as open space or a play area, the site is actively used by local 
residents and children as informal play and communal space. Although other garden areas exist 
across the estate, this site is directly adjacent to Constable House and is particularly accessible and 
visible to its residents. It supports incidental play, passive recreation, and social use, especially for 
families living in high-density accommodation. 

Its redevelopment would reduce the quality and variety of local amenity provision, contrary to: 

- NPPF Paragraphs 99-101; 

- Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e); 

- London Plan Policy S4; 

This is reinforced by the case Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC 
Admin 548, confirming that informal, community-used land requires policy-compliant justification 
before its loss. 

2. Overlooking and Harm to Privacy - Amenity Impact 

The site is immediately and heavily overlooked by the multi-storey residential blocks of Constable 
House and adjacent buildings. The resulting conditions would undermine privacy for both existing 
residents and potential site occupants. 

This contravenes: 

- Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity; 

- PPTS (2023), para. 13(c); 

- Article 8 of the ECHR. 

Supported by Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194. 

3. Flood Risk - Inappropriate for Highly Vulnerable Use 

The site lies within a Local Flood Risk Zone. Traveller accommodation is considered a "highly 
vulnerable" use under Planning Practice Guidance. 

Contrary to: 

- NPPF Paragraph 167; 

- PPTS para. 13(g). 

See APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) for precedent. 

4. Access and Deliverability - Physical and Functional Constraints 

There is no independent vehicular access. Estate roads cannot accommodate trailers, service, or 
emergency vehicles. 

Conflicts with: 

- PPTS para. 13(b); 

- Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007); 

- Equality Act 2010. 

5. Conclusion and Recommendation 

The proposed allocation is unsound and should be removed on the basis of: 

- Loss of valued amenity space; 









Notes to accompany the Representation Form  

 

1. Introduction 

The Camden Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan is published in order for representations 
to be made prior to submission. The representations will be considered alongside the 
published Plan when it submitted for examination a Planning Inspector. Under the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) the purpose of the examination is 
to consider whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate 
and is sound. 

 

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

During the examination, the Inspector will first check that the Plan meets the legal 
requirements under s20(5)(a) and the duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 
moving on to test for soundness.  

You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of 
work prepared by the council, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it 
proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any Plans which 
the council proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the Plan is not in 
the current LDS it should not have been published for representations.  

• The process of community involvement for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets 
out the council’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of 
planning policy documents and the consideration of planning applications. 

• The Plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the council must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices 
and on its website. The council must also notify the Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The council is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a 
Plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been 
carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of 
that process. Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they 
reflect social, environmental, and economic factors 

You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the 
duty to co-operate:  

• Councils are expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with any 
requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate cannot be rectified 
after the submission of the Plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power to recommend 
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector 
has no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

 

3. Soundness 

Local Plans are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Paragraph 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the tests of soundness. The Inspector 
has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

• Positively prepared 

This means that the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, 
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 



other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

• Justified 

The Plan should be an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective 

The Plan should be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters.  

• Consistent with national policy 

The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the Plan unsound without the 
policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

 

4. General advice 

If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the Plan or part of the Plan 
you should make clear in what way the Plan or part of the Plan is not sound having regard to 
legal compliance, duty to cooperate and the four tests of soundness set out above. You 
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the Plan should be 
modified. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the Plan should be 
modified. Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
submissions based on the original representation made at publication. After this stage, 
further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and 
issues they identify for examination. 

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the 
view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which 
repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is 
representing and how the representation has been authorised. 



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:16:58 +0100
From: Darren Wallace
To: [redacted]
Subject: Objection to Site C27 – Land East of Constable House, Adelaide Road -
Gypsy & Traveller Site - Proposed Submission Draft Regulation 19, 2025

Dear Sir/Madam,
I’m writing to share my strong objection to the proposed designation of Site C27 - Land
East of Constable House as a Gypsy and Traveller site, as outlined in the draft Camden
Local Plan.
I’ve lived in for twenty-five years. Whilst I absolutely
support Camden’s responsibility to provide accommodation for Gypsy and Traveller
families, this site is not a fair or suitable place for anyone to live.
First, the site is in a very exposed and high-traffic area. It sits next to Chalk Farm station
and along the busy walking route to Primrose Hill-one of the busiest pedestrian corridors
in the borough. It’s not a quiet or private place, and certainly not one where families
could enjoy peace, security, or a real sense of home.
Directly adjacent to the site are e-scooter, bike and Zipcar bays. People come and go
day and night. It also backs onto the Constable House children’s playground.
There is also the issue of access and safety. The surrounding area is already under
pressure from congestion and parking demand. The plot is hemmed in by narrow roads
and pedestrian areas, with limited turning space-posing challenges for critical
emergency service vehicles.
In addition, over the past few months, local young people helped plant fruit trees and
wildflowers on this plot and around Constable House as part of the CommuniTrees
project. If this site is developed, the entire project would be wiped out-and that feels
like a big step backwards for community life and environmental care. Its removal would
take away a calm, natural space in an already built-up and densely populated
environment.
This proposal has progressed without any consultation with local residents. I believe that
details of the proposal were published on your website on Christmas Eve 2024 - which if
one was cynical might consider as a particularly good day to bury bad news.

The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds and our
residents' association only found out about the shortlist on June 22, 2025 undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
undermines the legitimacy of the allocation and suggests procedural unfairness.
Finally, I'd like to note that site C27 fails multiple policy tests according to Camden’s own
Local Plan, the London Plan, and the Government’s Planning Policy for Traveller Sites
(PPTS):

Camden Policy H10, PPTS Policy H - Environmental Suitability
Camden Policy H10 - Safe access
Camden Policy H10 - Loss/protection of open and community space
Camden Policy H10, PPTS Policy H - Incompatibility with surrounding uses
PPTS Policy B & H, London Plan H14 - Lack of privacy and tranquility

I strongly urge the Council to rethink this site allocation. Site C27 is too small, too
exposed, too noisy, and too important to the local community in its current use. There
are better options to be considered. I urge Camden Council to work to identify more
suitable alternatives that prioritise safety, dignity, and real community integration,

Sincerely yours,

--
Darren Wallace
[redacted address],
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:27:11 +0100
From: Clare Bernhard
To: [redacted]
Subject: Site C27

Hello

I am writing my objection to this proposed site. Local services are
already very stretched, this site will be an eye sore, there is very
little green space in the immediate area

Thanks
Clare Freeman
[redacted address]

Responder 249



Date: Tue, 24 Jun 2025 13:22:07 +0100
From: Anna Park
To: [redacted]
Subject: Objection to gypsy/travellers site in Chalk Farm

London [redacted postcode]
[redacted email]
24th June

Planning Department

London Borough of Camden
London [redacted postcode]

Subject: Objection to Proposed Traveller Site in Chalk Farm

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to formally object to the proposed development of a traveller site in Chalk Farm. As a
trader operating in a nearby community, I have significant concerns about the potential impact
this development could have on local businesses, the trading environment, and the broader
community.

Firstly, the increased congestion and potential strain on local infrastructure could detrimentally
affect customer access to our businesses. The area already experiences substantial foot and vehicle
traffic, and additional pressure may deter visitors, impacting trade viability.

Secondly, the proposal may affect the community's perception of safety and cleanliness, which can
influence consumer behaviour. Traders rely heavily on a vibrant, welcoming environment to attract
patrons, and any changes that might alter this dynamic could jeopardise livelihoods.

Lastly, I am concerned about the possible lack of integration support for both the traveller
community and existing residents, potentially leading to social tensions. It is essential for any
development to foster harmonious community relations, something that requires careful planning
and resources.

I urge the planning authority to consider these points and the broader economic and social
consequences of the proposed development. A thorough impact assessment, including
consultation with local traders, would be pivotal in ensuring that the interests of all community
members are duly considered.

Thank you for considering my objection. I look forward to your response and the opportunity for
further discussion on this matter.

Yours faithfully,

Anna Park
[redacted email]

Anna Park

Responder 250
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REDINGTON FROGNAL 
N E I G H B O U R H O O D  F O R U M  

 
Local Plan Submission Draft, April 2025 

Policy comments by Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Forum 
 
 
Policy H1 Maximising Housing Supply 
 
It should be noted that this policy is to be applied alongside, and in accordance with, 
policies NE1, NE2 and NE3. 
 
 
Policy NE1 The Natural Environment 
 
Para. 11.13  “Local ecological networks” to be included among gardens to be 
protected. Eg: 
 
“One neighbourhood plan in Camden has identified gardens as constituting a local 
ecological network and another has proposed wildlife corridors that cross gardens, 
which those plans seek to protect and enhance.”  
 
Para 11.14 “Hedges” to be added: 
 
Part of the established character of garden spaces may also be defined through 
features such as boundary hedges railings and garden walls.   
 
 
 
Policy NE1  The Natural Environment 
 
A. 
 
5. protect non-designated spaces with nature conservation, townscape and amenity 
value, including gardens, where possible; 
 
Change to:   
5. protect non-designated spaces with nature conservation, townscape and amenity 
value, including private gardens which, cumulatively, may constitute a local ecological 
network, where possible; 
 
8.  expect development to protect and enhance biodiversity in line with Policy NE2 
(Biodiversity);  
 
Change to:   
8. expect development to protect and enhance biodiversity in line with Policy NE2 
(Biodiversity) and neighbourhood plan policies. 
 
Policy NE2 Biodiversity 
 
A 4.  Change green roofs to living roofs and also emphasise that living roofs alone are 
not sufficient mitigation for loss of soft natural surface and/or trees and shrubs and 
other vegetation of value to wildlife. 
 



	

	 2	

 
A 6.  It should be noted that Neighbourhood Plans may have their own, higher net gain 
or urban greening scores.  Planning application 2023/5366/P, for example seeks a 
gain of 43%, which is deliverable at many locations. 
 
A 7.  Add “as ecological networks” after “offered by gardens and soft landscaping,” 
 
Para. 11.13 Some neighbourhood plans in Camden have also designated local 
ecological networks and identified………” 
 
 
Para. 11.41 should note the designation of private residential gardens as an ecological 
network in the Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Plan Area (policy SD 1). 
 
 
Policy NE3 Tree Planting and Protection  
 
Para. 11.64. The Neighbourhood Forum would like it to be noted that trees should not 
be felled to facilitate development, and should be incorporated into new development, 
in accordance with best practice, set out by Trees Design and Action Group in its 
publication, Trees Planning and Development:  A Guide for Delivery. 
 
A  This policy should be far more ambitious in tree planting standards for new 
developments.  An appropriate number of trees per dwelling might be three, as 
required by Waltham Forest (Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 
Document, Waltham Forest, November 2008). 
 
The policy should also specify soil volume requirements to enable trees planted to 
survive to maturity. 
 
Hedges deliver benefits which are as significant as the benefits of trees.  There should 
be a commitment to preserve these, where possible, and require the incorporation of 
hedges as front, side and rear boundaries. 
 
It should be noted that the Council will apply Guidance Tree Preservation Orders 
and trees in conservation areas and, specifically, under:   
 

"Individual, collective and wider impact"......."The authority is advised to also 
assess the particular importance of an individual tree, of groups of trees or of 
woodlands by reference to its or their characteristics including": 
"Contribution to, and relationship with, the landscape; and 
Contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area." 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/tree-preservation-orders-and-trees-in-
conservation-areas#making-tree-preservation-orders 
Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 36-008-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 
 
Additionally, "Site visits should record the tree’s or trees’ importance as a 
wildlife habitat." 
Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 36-022-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 
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Policy CC1 Responding to the climate emergency  
 
The title should be revised to Responding to the climate and ecological emergency. 
  
All references to the climate emergency should be similarly revised to “the climate and 
ecological emergency”. 
 
Suggested additions are shown below ion red font. 
 
CC1 A . 7. Expanding, protecting and enhancing existing green spaces and water 
sources, enhancing biodiversity, strengthening nature recovery and providing multi-
functional green infrastructure 
 
Para. 8.8. Building with Nature Standards should be added and “green roofs” changed 
to “living roofs”. 

“This should cover:  

• reducing waste and circular economy principles;  
• energy efficiency;  
• overheating and cooling;  
• green infrastructure (for example, inclusion of a green living roof, green 

sustainable drainage features);  
• water efficiency; and  
• BREEAM assessment (where relevant) 
• Adopted Building with Nature Standards. “ 

 

Policy CC2. Prioritising the retention of existing buildings 

C. The Council will only permit proposals which include substantial demolition where 
it can be demonstrated to the Council’s satisfaction that: 

Add:  4.  The space released will be used to provide new green space and wildlife 
habitat. 

 

Policy CC4  Minimising carbon emissions  

The text should incorporate a commitment to train planning officers in differences 
between embodied and emitted carbon. 

Policy CC5 Sustainability improvements to existing buildings (retrofitting)  
 
Change green roof references to living roof, eg at: 
 

C. 6.  installation of a green living roof or green living and blue roof; and  
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To be added,  
 

C. 8  Retrofitting will entail removal of hard surface and its replacement by 
vegetated natural soft surface and blue infrastructure (eg ponds), to act as 
carbon sinks, wherever possible. 
 
C.9  Adopted Building with Nature Standards are to be incorporated into 
improvements to existing buildings. 

 
 
Policy CC8  Overheating and Cooling 
 
Additions in red font below to be incorporated: 
 

A. 1. support proposals which make use of nature-based solutions and seek to 
adapt and improve existing buildings to improve natural ventilation, address 
overheating and promote natural (non-mechanical) cooling, where they are in 
accordance with other policies in this Plan;  
 

In A 1 above a definition is needed for “natural (non-mechanical) cooling”.  This could 
be defined in para. 8.107 as “tree and hedge planting, especially to the west and south 
west of buildings”. 
 
Para. 8.113.   A further bullet point should be added, as follows: 
 

• Blue infrastructure, such as wildlife ponds, should be incorporated, wherever 
possible. 

 
 
Policy CC10  Flood Risk 
 
A sub policy C is needed, stating that,   
 

C. 1.  The planting of trees with a high water requirement, eg poplar, willow and 
oak, will be prioritised, together with hedge planting. 

C. 2. The incorporation of ponds and daylighting of lost rivers will be favourably 
considered. 

 
Para. 8.136 should require applicants to note the locations of spring lines and lost 
rivers, eg as shown on the Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Forum website at: 
https://www.redfrogforum.org/underground-rivers/ 
 
Para. 8.149  It is therefore necessary for development to reduce pressure on the 
sewer system by minimising surface water run-off through the application of the 
London Plan drainage hierarchy, which is set out opposite, and blue infrastructure.  
The excavation of natural wildlife ponds can be very successful for attenuation, as at 
the re-excavated Branch Hill Pond. 
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Policy CC11 Sustainable Drainage  
 
The aspiration for water runoff should be more stringent in the Counters Creek 
catchment area. 
 
E   In the Counters Creek catchment area (shown on the Planning Policies Map) 
applications for basement development, and other development vulnerable 
to flooding in areas identified at risk of flooding, should seek to reduce surface water 
run-off rates to be as close to below the greenfield run-off rate as feasible.  
 
Policy SC4   Open Space 
 
There should be a commitment to apply the public open space standards for all 
new residential development.  Currently, it does not appear to be being applied 
and, instead, existing open space is becoming over-used. 
 

B. 	Add	B	d.		loss	of	vegetation	and	development	of	sites	of	interest	for	nature	
conservation,	and	sites	with	the	potential	to	become	of	interest	for	nature	
conservation,	will	not	normally	be	permitted.	

 
 

 
Policy D1 Achieving Design Excellence 
 
Sub policy A should be amended to include reference to the climate and ecological 
emergency and nature. 

 
A. All development in Camden must achieve excellence in the architecture 

and design of buildings and places, responding to the climate and 
ecological emergency,  improving the nature and the health and well-being 
of our communities  
 

B. 3.  Add “and designated non-heritage assets” eg: 
 
preserve or enhance the historic environment and heritage and designated 
non-heritage assets in accordance with Policy D5 (Historic Environment);  
 

15.  Add “incorporate nature-based solutions, wherever possible.” 
 

C.  6.  Delete “biodiversity” and change to “biodiverse natural habitat”. 
 

“incorporate high quality landscape design and maximise opportunities for 
greening, to enhance biodiversity  biodiverse natural habitat, promote health 
and well-being, manage flood risk, and provide opportunities for shade; for 
example through the planting of trees and the provision of open space, soft 
landscaping, rain gardens and areas for food growing.  

 
 

D.  Add “and neighbourhood plans”. 
 
Developers must evidence how they have responded positively to the design policies 
in the Local Plan, and associated guidance and neighbourhood plans, as part of the 
Design and Access Statement submitted with their planning application.  
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Para 12.8.  Add bullet point, “landscaping and natural habitat creation”. 
 
Para. 12.11. The bullet points below have been incorrectly separated: 
•  guidance set out in the National Design Guide and National Model 
•         design codes; and 
 
Para. 12.12. Add “landscaping and natural habitat provision”: 
•.    requesting that detailed designs, scaled drawings, plans, elevations, sections, 
landscaping and natural habitat provision and supporting information are provided to 
illustrate a proposal, where appropriate;  
 
Para. 12.13. Add “and landscaping” and change “biodiversity” to “ecological mitigation 
(eg by incorporating biodiverse natural habitat)”. 
 
The landscaping, size, layout and materials used in the spaces around buildings will 
influence how people use them, and help to create spaces that are welcoming, 
attractive, safe and useful. They can also contribute to other objectives such as 
reducing the impact of climate change (for example, the use of trees and planters to 
reduce run-off and provide shading), biodiversity, ecological mitigation (eg by 
incorporating biodiverse natural habitat), local food production and Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SuDS), and provide useful amenity space.  
 
Policy D3. Design of Housing 
 

A. 12.  seek the delivery of biodiversity enhancements in line with Policy 
NE2 (Biodiversity)  
 

Change to: 
            12.  Seek	the	delivery	of	biodiversity	enhancements	in	line	with	Policy	
NE2,	including	the	incorporation	of	features	of	value	as	wildlife	habitat,	eg	eaves	
and	bird	bricks.		
 
Policy D4  Extensions and Alterations to Existing Buildings  
 
 
Para. 12.70.  			This paragraph should additionally include mention of harm to the  
significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset and its setting will be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, balancing the scale of any harm 
or loss and the significance of the heritage asset and its setting. 
 

 
Policy D5  Historic Environment  
 
Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Forum has been assured that non-designated 
heritage assets in the Redington Frognal Conservation Area will be managed in the 
same way as designated heritage assets.  It is therefore requested that this is explicitly 
noted throughout Policy D5. 
 
Sustainability improvements to designated and non-designated heritage assets 
G. The Council will support proposals to adapt and improve the energy performance 
of listed buildings, and buildings within conservation areas, to reduce energy demand, 
strengthen resilience, mitigate the impacts of climate change, and ensure they are 
adaptable to a changing climate in accordance with the policies set out in the climate 
change chapter of this Plan.   Add: This can include the provision of living roofs and 
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species features such as bird and bat boxes, eaves and bird bricks and new biodiverse 
planting. 
 
However, living roofs alone are not sufficient mitigation for loss of soft natural surface 
and/or trees and shrubs and other vegetation of value to wildlife. 
 
 
Policy D6. Basements 
 
The following additions (in red font) are requested.   
 
D. 5.  avoid the loss of garden space and soil volume, including for tree planting, and 

or trees of townscape, biodiversity or amenity value from construction work or due 
to the creation of a new access or lightwell. 

 
 
Para 12.139. Add information on minimum soil depths. 
 
Large canopy trees are of particular importance, necessitating minimum soil depths of 
3 metres.  
 
 
 
05. West Camden 
 
Site Allocation W6  
Land to rear of Meridian House, 202- 204 Finchley Road  
 
The Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Forum does not support this site allocation in 
an area of deficiency in green space and with much underground water.   
 
Instead of the proposed over-development on the car park behind an existing office 
block, the Neighbourhood Plan proposes that agreement be sought with the landowner 
to develop the site in the way set out in the Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Plan. 
	
Redington Frognal Neighbourhood Plan guidance for possible redevelopment site RF 
1: Meridian House, envisages a comprehensive redevelopment of the site.  This would 
completely transform the streetscape of this run-down stretch of Finchley Road.   
Enhancement would be achieved by setting the building back from the street to enable 
the creation of new green public realm in an area which is severely green space 
deprived. 
 
The concept for the rear of the site envisages substantial greening and biodiversity 
measures, including trees, native hedgerows, providing a link to the adjoining copse 
where many trees have recently been felled.   The site is located in an area which 
features much underground water and was formerly characterised by many natural 
ponds.    A natural pond here would help to attenuate rainwater deliver a nature-based 
flood relief solution for problems further downstream, eg at South Hampstead. 
 
The Redington Frognal area lacks community facilities and this site has the potential 
for a community facility to aid community cohesion. 
 
The owner of Meridian House is likely to be supportive of the guidance set out in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Site reference RF 1: Meridian House on page 62 of the NP: 

 









The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing
multistorey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily
overlooked from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton
Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current
residents and future site occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and
residential amenity and is in direct conflict with:

• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);

• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;

• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family life);

• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must be
weighed in Traveller site cases.

3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use

The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s
2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly
Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone locations,
and is in breach of:

• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);

• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;

• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar flood
vulnerability grounds.

4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability

The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and
pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability
is therefore highly questionable.

This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) – minimum
access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions for any group.

5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency

The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the
Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:

• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d)
(plans must be justified and explainable);

• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents were
only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective
participation.

This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process weakens
the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.

6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria

AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly
applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); -
Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.

Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed beyond
the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and
undermines the integrity of the evidence base.



7. Better Alternatives Exist

The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was taken
forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were
excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally (or more
severely) to Site C27.

The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF
tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); - Consistency
(application of methodology).

Conclusion and Requested Action

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible basis.
It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process. It clearly fails the key tests of
justification, effectiveness, and consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft in the following sections:

- Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5

- Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11

-Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site Allocations

and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites through a
transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards,
 





and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton Place, and Eton
Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current
residents and future site occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy
and residential amenity and is in direct conflict with:

·      Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
·      Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites
should not place undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict
with settled communities;
·      Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for
private and family life);
·      Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual
amenity impacts must be weighed in Traveller site cases.

 
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use. The site is located within a
mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s 2021 surface water
flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable
Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-
prone locations, and is in breach of:

·      NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood
resilient);
·      PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
·      Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites
refused on similar flood vulnerability grounds.

 
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability. The site lacks independent, adoptable
vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and pedestrian paths unsuited
to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability is therefore
questionable.
This breaches key policy requirements:

·      Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007)
·      minimum access width standards;
·      PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and deliverable;
·      Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.

 
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency. The original AECOM
Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21 parcels. Following
Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the
Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:

·      The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to



NPPF paragraph 16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
·      The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation
rounds. Residents were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025
Regulation 19 Draft, COMPLETELY undermining effective participation.

This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the
process corrupts the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
 
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria. AECOM’s
methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly
applied filters that would exclude sites:

·      Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking);
·      Used as amenity or play space;
·      At risk of surface flooding;
·      Without safe vehicular access.

Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have
progressed beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own
assessment logic and undermines the integrity of the evidence base.
 
7. Better Alternatives Exist. The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites
were rejected while Site C27 was taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection
Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded due to existing use, access,
or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally (or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns
about the objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has
therefore not met the NPPF tests of:

·      Justification (why this site over others);
·      Effectiveness (deliverability);
·      Consistency (application of methodology).

 
 
Conclusion and Requested Action
 
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or
defensible basis. It is unsound due to: 
- The loss of essential amenity space; 
- Inherent flood, privacy, and access constraints; 
- A flawed and opaque site selection process. 

It clearly fails the key tests of justification, effectiveness, and consistency with
national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
 



I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from the Camden Local
Plan submission draft in the following sections:
 

-              Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5
-              Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11
-              Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site Allocations

 
…and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites
through a transparent, community-informed process.
 
Kind regards,
Dr Mihael Jeklic, LLB LLM MSc PhD



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:51:53 +0100
From: Stephanie Mercier
To: [redacted]
Subject: Camden Local Plan: Objections to site C27 - Land East of Constable
House, Adelaide Road (Gypsy & Traveller site)

I am writing as a local resident to formally object to Camden Council’s proposal to establish a
gypsy and traveller site on the land east of Constable House, off Adelaide Road.

This proposal raises several serious concerns for the local community, which I urge the Council to
consider carefully:

1. Overcrowding: The area is already densely populated and under considerable pressure in
terms of housing, traffic, and infrastructure. Introducing a high impact site in an already
congested environment risks straining public services and facilities even further.

2. Loss of Green Space: The proposed site would result in the loss of a green area in our
neighbourhood. Although not the prettiest, it still serves as a buffer in an otherwise built
up urban area.

3. High Footfall and Traffic Impact: Adelaide Road is already a busy thoroughfare,
particularly during school hours and rush times. Additional vehicle and pedestrian traffic
generated by the proposed site will increase congestion.

4. Community Safety and Policing: Most importantly, many residents, including myself, are
concerned about the potential for increased crime and anti social behaviour. The strain on
local policing resources is already evident. There are constant, visible theft events in our
local shops. There are break ins in cars and homes. The council approved establishment of
a community of people known for defying authority and flaunting societal norms will only
exacerbate existing challenges in maintaining community safety and cohesion.

While I recognise the need to accommodate all members of society, including the traveller
community, I believe this specific location and general area are unsuitable and potentially
detrimental to the well being and safety of the existing local population.

I urge Camden Council to reconsider this proposal and explore alternative sites that would have
less impact on already stressed urban areas and the people who live in them.

Kind regards,

Stephanie Sarikahani

[redacted address]
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:53:47 +0100
From: Chris Khouri
To: [redacted], [redacted]
Subject: 55-[redacted address] RTA - Recycling Center Objection

My name is Christopher Khouri and I am the chairperson of the [redacted address] Recognised
redacted address].

I would like to formally submit the RTA’s objection to the proposed location of the Recycling
Centre on Holmes Road as part of Camden’s Draft Local Plan (2025).

There are alternative local centres readily available (i.e. Holloway Road) and locating a recycling
center on Holmes Road in a residential area and close to schools is unwanted by ourselves and the
local community.

Please do not approve the proposed location of the recycling center on Holmes Road due to:
The proximity to our homes, children’s schools and local businesses. This would negatively

impact our quality of life.
Concerns around health and the environment. It raises issues around public health and safety.
Damage to community character and value. Holmes Road is a residential area with a local

community. Placing a Recycling Center in the neighbourhood is not in keeping with this
community spirit.

Please just let me know if you would like to discuss any of the above in further detail.

Kind regards,
Chris.

Responder 257



To Whom It May Concern:

As chairperson of the 55-57 Holmes Road Recognised Tennants Association (RTA), I wanted to 
reiterate our strong opposition to the proposed location of the recycling centre on Holmes Road, as 
part of the new draft plans. 

I appreciate that the Inkerman Area Residents Association (IARA) has been in contact with you 
separately, and we are very supportive of their objections to the proposed recycling centre location. 
However, we feel it is also important to stress that we, as residents of Holmes Road, are also 
extremely concerned by the proposed location of the centre and the negative impact it would have. 

Revitalising the neighbourhood is a wonderful objective and it is fantastic that Yoo Capital are 
looking to develop the Camden Film Quarter. However, placing an unneeded recycling centre in 
the middle of a residential street and in such close proximity to schools is unwanted.  We 
understand there are some 360+ signatures from local residents confirming their opposition to the 
planned location, and we very much hope you take this into consideration.

I am happy to discuss any of the above in greater detail, and would appreciate it if we can be 
included in any community discussions going forward.

Kind regards,
Chris.





• Loss of privacy for residents/future occupants: The site is directly

overlooked

by numerous residential buildings, including Constable House (4–5

storeys), the

Etons (6 storeys), Provost Road houses, Primrose House, Bridge

House, and the

new block on Haverstock Hill. The location offers no seclusion nor

privacy. Any families placed in this location would be living in full view

of surrounding properties.

• Loss of green space: This is one of the last small green areas in our

immediate

neighbourhood. Its removal would take away a calm, natural space in

an already

built-up and densely populated environment.

• Community planting: Over the last few months, fruit trees and

meadow  of wildflowers were

planted there as a part of the Community Trees project, supported by

local young people. The proposed site would wipe out this initiative

entirely, which feels like a step backwards for community life and

local engagement.

Playground space: The site is used by children from Constable

House and

neighbouring homes as an informal but essential play area and for

other physical activities. There are no obvious

alternative spaces available nearby. Removing this space would take

away one of the few places

where local children can safely play outdoors.

• Access issues:

The proposed access to the site would be directly opposite to

buildings, raising serious concerns about trafic flow and disruption for

both

residents and any future occupants of the site.

• Flooding history:

The area has recently experienced repeated flooding as it is situated

below the general level of surrounding area. Developing on this



ground would risk further complications for both the site and

surrounding buildings.

• No clear planning for school places:

There is no information indicating whether

any consideration has been given to nearby school capacity or

access to

essential local services.

• No Consultation:

There has been no meaningful consultation with local

residents and detailed plans provided regarding the proposed use of

this site. 

Conclusion.

For the reasons listed above, the Camden Draft Plan should be

modified by the

deletion of site C27.

I wish to participate at the examination hearings into the Draft Local

Plan before

the Inspector. 

Thank you. 

Kind regards. 

Oscar Martjanovs. 





It is also an important Local Green Space /Open Space with mature

trees and wild flowers: the green space has in the last few months

been planted with a number of fruit trees and an area of wild flowers as

part of the Communi-Trees project involving KOKO Foundation, Think

& Do and Camden Council.  Aside from providing a patchwork of

orchards across Camden, the scheme involves local young people who

are appointed to look after the trees.  The proposal in relation to this

site would involve the complete removal of the Communi-Trees

planting. It would also involve the removal of substantial numbers of

mature holly trees – between 30 and 60 depending on the exact site. .

Playground: the area was constructed as a play area for the residents

of Constable House, and is used as a play space. It has historically

been identified on OS Maps as a playground and now serves as a play

area for Constable House and local residents. If the site was

developed, this facility would be lost without any substitute.  There are

no alternative sites available nearby. 

Overlooking: The site is overlooked on all sides. To the east by

residents of 4/5 storey Constable House; to the north by residents of

Provost Road; to the west by residents of the 6 storey Etons and will

also be overlooked by the new residential block under construction on

land at 5-17 Haverstock Hill; and to the south by residents of Primrose

House and Bridge House Adelaide Road. Adelaide Road which adjoins

the site to the south is a key east west route and busy bus route with

implications for the privacy of the site.

Flood Risk –The site lies within a flood risk zone (and has been

subject to recent significant flooding across the play area), contrary to

para 13 Government Traveller Sites Planning Policy. 

There is no independent access to the site and serious disruption is

likely to be caused to residents of Constable House.  Access would

also be immediately opposite the access to Eton Place. 

There appears to be no evidence that consideration has been given to

whether there are places available at nearby schools.

Increase in motorists in an already very busy area.

Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency. The

original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024)

shortlisted 21 parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two

sites were proposed for allocation in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan.

However:

• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to

NPPF paragraph 16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);

• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier

consultation rounds. Residents were only made aware of its selection

in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective

participation.

This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents

earlier in the process weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks

procedural unfairness.

Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria



AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification

Study (GTSIS) clearly applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within

18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as amenity or play

space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.

Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not

have progressed beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the

consultant’s own assessment logic and undermines the integrity of the

evidence base.

Better Alternatives Exist

The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected

while Site C27 was taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection

Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded due to

existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally (or

more severely) to Site C27.

The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises

concerns about the objectivity and soundness of the site selection

process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF tests of: -

Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -

Consistency (application of methodology).

The Constraints set out in Table 1 of the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification

Study do not therefore appear to have been properly applied to this site (see

Council house owned homes and residential garden land; Local Green Space;
Open Space; Overlooking; Playgrounds). The proposal is also inconsistent with

other policies in the draft Camden Plan, which seeks to (i) provide new and/or

improved sport and leisure facilities for young people; (ii) deliver new and

enhanced areas of open space and play space, and improved access to nature;

(iii) enhance greening and biodiversity, and (iv) deliver flood mitigation measures

and sustainable drainage systems. 

Consultation: There has also been no consultation with local residents in relation

to the proposed use of this site.  It seems that most residents, including of the

Etons and Constable House, are still unaware of the proposals. 

Conclusion

For the reasons listed above, the Camden Draft Plan should be modified to by the

deletion of site C27.

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or

defensible basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; -

Inherent flood, privacy, and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site

selection process.

We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden

Local Plan submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative,

more appropriate sites through a transparent, community-informed process.

I wish to participate at the examination hearings into the Draft Local Plan

before the Inspector.



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:23:51 +0000
From: Sandie Grant
To: PlanningPolicy@camden.gov.uk
Subject: Travellers site

[You don't often get email from 
Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

Strongly object.
This is the last thing Camden residents need. We are overcrowded 
enough already. Where is health and safety, sanitation and 
residents human rights to live in a decent community who pay their 
taxes.
Sandra Rawlings
Sent from my iPhone

Responder 260





current residents and future site occupants.
This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in direct
conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must
be weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in
Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered
a “Highly Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone
locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar
flood vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads
and pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) –
minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and
deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation
in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph
16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents
were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly
applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); -
Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed



beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic
and undermines the integrity of the evidence base.
________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was
taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many
were excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally
(or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the
NPPF tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -
Consistency (application of methodology).
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible
basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy,
and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites
through a transparent, community-informed process.

With much appreciation, 

Lance Bai



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:25:36 +0000
From: Miles Seaman
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Draft Local Plan Submission Version

Responder 262







 
The means by which the designation of areas on the site have not been 
shown to be consistent with previous claimed usage of the site. The 
designation of the SNIC which has been arbitrarily derived from a 
sketch/drawing of the site that is no longer evidenced in the designation that 
has been agreed (not shown in Allocation W7). The manner in which this 
designation was established has never been properly explained although 
this matter has been raise with Camden Planning department on several 
occasions. In particular the original sketch which purported to be the basis 
on which the area on which a housing development could be made was 
narrower at the northern end. Hence it is contended that any proposed 
development is unlikely to be physically or economically viable given the 
very limited area available for any housing development under the 
assumption that the SNIC is excluded. 
 
With regard to making the disputed undesignated site available, it is noted 
that this would require very substantial site preparation, as the removal of 
the current reservoir structure which would be very costly and would 
severely disrupt the near neighbours to the site on Sarre Road. Under 
“Other Considerations” in Allocation W7 it is noted that a predemolition audit 
is required. A demolition if the reservoir roof  would disrupt wildlife on the 
site thus negating the rationale for designating the majority of the site as 
SNIC.  
 
I refer to the many comments on the planning application 2018/3692/P 
which should be part of the “Context” for the allocation. This application was 
considered by a preassessment panel chaired by an officer from the 
planning department (John Diver). A substantial amount of evidence was 
presented to this panel including many objections by residents of the area 
including one from me and my neighbours.  This contains a substantial 
number of documents raising questions and observations regarding a 
submitted plan for the development of the so-called frontage scheme. The 
submission on behalf of myself and my neighbours is contained on the site 
for the application cited above and is referenced on this site as submitted 
on 19/09/2018 16:48:04. 13 other responses are recoded on database 
recoding objections and observations on the plan thus submitted. In 
essence it is clear that no action has been taken to address the provenance 
or logic pertaining to the undesignated land immediately adjacent to the  
frontage on Gondar Gardens. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 







Notes to accompany the Representation Form  

 

1. Introduction 

The Camden Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan is published in order for representations 
to be made prior to submission. The representations will be considered alongside the 
published Plan when it submitted for examination a Planning Inspector. Under the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) the purpose of the examination is 
to consider whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate 
and is sound. 

 

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

During the examination, the Inspector will first check that the Plan meets the legal 
requirements under s20(5)(a) and the duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 
moving on to test for soundness.  

You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of 
work prepared by the council, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it 
proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any Plans which 
the council proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the Plan is not in 
the current LDS it should not have been published for representations.  

• The process of community involvement for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets 
out the council’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of 
planning policy documents and the consideration of planning applications. 

• The Plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the council must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices 
and on its website. The council must also notify the Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The council is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a 
Plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been 
carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of 
that process. Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they 
reflect social, environmental, and economic factors 

You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the 
duty to co-operate:  

• Councils are expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with any 
requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate cannot be rectified 
after the submission of the Plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power to recommend 
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector 
has no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

 

3. Soundness 

Local Plans are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Paragraph 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the tests of soundness. The Inspector 
has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

• Positively prepared 

This means that the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, 
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 



other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

• Justified 

The Plan should be an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective 

The Plan should be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters.  

• Consistent with national policy 

The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the Plan unsound without the 
policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

 

4. General advice 

If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the Plan or part of the Plan 
you should make clear in what way the Plan or part of the Plan is not sound having regard to 
legal compliance, duty to cooperate and the four tests of soundness set out above. You 
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the Plan should be 
modified. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the Plan should be 
modified. Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
submissions based on the original representation made at publication. After this stage, 
further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and 
issues they identify for examination. 

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the 
view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which 
repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is 
representing and how the representation has been authorised. 





Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 10:37:50 +0100
From: Jonathan Lionel
To: [redacted], [redacted], [redacted]
Subject: Big No - Proposed permanent travellers site next to chalk farm station

no
no
no
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conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must
be weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in
Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered
a “Highly Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone
locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar
flood vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads
and pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) –
minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and
deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation
in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph
16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents
were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly
applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); -
Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed
beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic
and undermines the integrity of the evidence base.



________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was 
taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many 
were excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally 
(or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the 
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the 
NPPF tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -
Consistency (application of methodology). 
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible 
basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, 
and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan 
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites 
through a transparent, community-informed process.

Claire Bell







Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 09:52:36 +0000
From: Martine Newby Haspeslagh
To: PlanningPolicy@camden.gov.uk
Subject: Title No: NGL454800 Land East of Constable House

[You don't often get email from  Learn why 
this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification 
]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

Dear Sirs,

I used to live in Eton College Road and really do believe that the 
site you have identified at the bottom of Eton College Road and the 
junction with Adelaide Road is not suitable as a possible gypsy and 
traveller site. The open area would quickly become an eye sore as 
at other traveller sites, with accompanying nuisance etc, while 
being located very close to several of the city’s tourist 
attractions, which would reflect badly on Camden. A much better use 
for the land would be some rental accommodation for key workers, 
especially for those working in the Royal Free.

Sincerely

Martine Haspeslagh

[redacted address]

[redacted postcode]
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 11:03:53 +0100
From: John Prideaux
To: [redacted]
Subject: site C27 comment

I am writing with reference to site C27 - Land East of Constable House, Adelaide Road for Gypsy
and Traveller accommodation within the Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft
(Regulation 19, 2025).

Like many other local residents, I have only just become aware of this proposed change of use. I
am writing to oppose the scheme. This is not an appropriate place for a campsite, nor is it a good
use of council funds.

John Prideaux ([redacted postcode])
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young people. The proposed site would wipe out this initiative entirely, which
feels like a step backwards for community life and local engagement.

Playground space: The site is used by children from Constable House and
neighbouring homes as an informal but essential play area. There is no obvious
alternative nearby. Removing this space would take away one of the few places
where local children can safely play outdoors.

Access issues: The proposed access to the site would be directly opposite to
buildings, raising serious concerns about traffic flow and disruption for both
residents and any future occupants of the site.

Flooding history: The area has recently experienced repeated flooding,
especially around the play area. Developing on this ground would risk further
complications for both the site and surrounding buildings.

No clear planning for school places: There is no information indicating
whether any consideration has been given to nearby school capacity or access
to essential local services.

No Consultation: There has been no meaningful consultation with local
residents regarding the proposed use of this site.

 

Conclusion

The establishment of such a site in proximity to residential areas often leads to
increased tensions within the community, as it may foster perceptions of
insecurity and disrupt the current social fabric. Furthermore, the potential for
increased noise, litter and general disruption could adversely affect the quality
of life for the residents in the surrounding areas.

For the reasons listed above, the Camden Draft Plan should be modified by
the deletion of site C27.

I wish to participate at the examination hearings into the Draft Local Plan
before the Inspector.

 

Regards

Dorothy Kisubi

 

 

 

 
**********************************************************************

This document is strictly confidential and is intended only for use by the
addressee.

If you are not the intended recipient any disclosure, copying, distribution

or other action taken in reliance of the information contained in this email is strictly
prohibited.

 

Any views expressed by the sender of this message are not necessarily those of
the Department



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 11:14:07 +0100
From: Nicky Stewart
To: [redacted]
Subject: Proposed Gypsy/travellers site - Adelaide Road

We are writing to strongly object to a permanent site for Gypsy's and travellers as proposed in
your planning policy.

This is a family area and we feel that there is more than enough leniency in diversification in social
housing and other minority groups without making Camden the hippy area of London.

These groups due to their transient lifestyle will add no benefit to our community and we would
be against any initiatives to allow a permanent camping site for them in this area.

Yours sincerely

Nicky Stewart
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Eton Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both
current residents and future site occupants.
This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in direct
conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must
be weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in
Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered
a “Highly Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone
locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar
flood vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads
and pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) –
minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and
deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation
in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph
16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents
were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly
applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); -
Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.



Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed
beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic
and undermines the integrity of the evidence base.
________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was
taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many
were excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally
(or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the
NPPF tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -
Consistency (application of methodology).
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible
basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy,
and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites
through a transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards 

Marco Pontin





preparation, tree materials, and aftercare - can range from £1,000 to £3,000
per tree depending on size and location. Accordingly it is reasonable to
assume a significant investment has already been made in this site.

C. Playground and Youth Provision
The site has historically been marked as a children’s playground (as shown on OS
Maps) and continues to be used as such. There are no comparable alternative play
spaces in the immediate vicinity. The Draft Plan’s own policies commit Camden to
improving play space for children and young people - this proposal would do the
opposite.

D. Overlooking and Residential Amenity
The site is overlooked on all sides:

East: Constable House (4-5 storeys)
North: Properties on Provost Road
West: Eton Hall and The Etons (6 storeys, including my property)
South: Bridge House and Primrose House

Adelaide Road itself is a busy thoroughfare and bus route. The location offers no
privacy or suitable environment for residents of a Traveller site and would also create
privacy issues for surrounding residents.

E. Flood Risk
The site lies within a flood risk zone and has recently experienced severe flooding
across the play area. This is contrary to paragraph 13 of the Government’s Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites, which states:

"Local planning authorities should ensure that Traveller sites are
sustainable economically, socially and environmentally. Local planning
authorities should, therefore, ensure that their policies: (g) do not
locate sites in areas at high risk of flooding, including functional
floodplains, given the particular vulnerability of caravans.”

This legislation was drafted with the following considerations in mind:

i. Caravans and mobile homes are especially vulnerable

Unlike permanent housing, caravans and mobile structures are much more
susceptible to flood damage. They lack the structural resilience to withstand
flooding and pose a much higher risk to life and property.

ii. Evacuation and emergency access concerns

Traveller sites may not be equipped with permanent infrastructure. In flood-
prone areas, emergency access routescan be cut off quickly, making it
difficult to evacuate safely.

iii. Public health risks

Flooding can contaminate land and water supplies - posing particular health
risks on sites where sanitation, waste disposal, or utilities may be limited.

iv. Sustainability objectives

Paragraph 13 overall promotes social, environmental, and economic
sustainability. Developing in flood zones undermines these aims, especially
if public funds are later needed for mitigation, clean-up, or relocation.
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As the owner and resident of  a building directly overlooking the proposed site, I 
have serious concerns about the suitability of this location. My objections are as follows: 

 

A. Loss of Public Amenity and Open Space 

The land forms part of the open green space associated with Constable House and surrounding 
estates. It serves as valuable amenity space in a high-density urban area and is frequently used 
by local families. Its redevelopment would be a significant loss to the community. 

 

B. Local Green Space / Environmental Importance 

The land is part of the Communi-Trees project, a joint initiative involving Camden Council, 
KOKO Foundation and Think & Do. The site includes fruit trees, wildflowers, and dozens of 
mature holly trees, planted and maintained by local youth (the “KOKO Foresters who are paid 
to plant and maintain the trees). These would be lost entirely under the proposal, in direct 
contradiction to Camden’s policies on biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

Although the Communi-Trees project budgets have not been made publicly available, typical 
costs for mature tree planting in London — including labour, preparation, tree materials, 
and aftercare — can range from £1,000 to £3,000 per tree depending on size and location. 
Accordingly it is reasonable to assume a significant investment has already been made 
in this site. 

 

C. Playground and Youth Provision 

The site has historically been marked as a children’s playground (as shown on OS Maps) and 
continues to be used as such. There are no comparable alternative play spaces in the immediate 
vicinity. The Draft Plan’s own policies commit Camden to improving play space for children 
and young people – this proposal would do the opposite. 

 

D. Overlooking and Residential Amenity 

The site is overlooked on all sides: 

• East: Constable House (4–5 storeys) 
• North: Properties on Provost Road 
• West: Eton Hall and The Etons (6 storeys, including my property) 
• South: Bridge House and Primrose House 

Adelaide Road itself is a busy thoroughfare and bus route. The location offers no privacy or 
suitable environment for residents of a Traveller site and would also create privacy issues for 
surrounding residents. 
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E. Flood Risk 

The site lies within a flood risk zone and has recently experienced severe flooding across the 
play area. This is contrary to paragraph 13 of the Government’s Planning Policy for Traveller 
Sites, which states: 

"Local planning authorities should ensure that Traveller sites are sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally. Local planning authorities should, 
therefore, ensure that their policies: (g) do not locate sites in areas at high risk of 
flooding, including functional floodplains, given the particular vulnerability of 
caravans." 

This legislation was drafted with the following considerations in mind: 

i. Caravans and mobile homes are especially vulnerable 

Unlike permanent housing, caravans and mobile structures are much more susceptible 
to flood damage. They lack the structural resilience to withstand flooding and pose a 
much higher risk to life and property. 

ii. Evacuation and emergency access concerns 

Traveller sites may not be equipped with permanent infrastructure. In flood-prone 
areas, emergency access routes can be cut off quickly, making it difficult to evacuate 
safely. 

iii. Public health risks 

Flooding can contaminate land and water supplies — posing particular health risks on 
sites where sanitation, waste disposal, or utilities may be limited. 

iv. Sustainability objectives 

Paragraph 13 overall promotes social, environmental, and economic sustainability. 
Developing in flood zones undermines these aims, especially if public funds are later 
needed for mitigation, clean-up, or relocation. 

If a proposed Traveller site (like Site C27 in Camden) lies within a flood zone and has 
experienced recent flooding, it conflicts directly with this national policy guidance, which 
is a material planning consideration. 

 

F. Lack of Access 
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There is no independent or dedicated access to the site. Any access would pass through the 
residential Constable House estate, which would be disruptive and unsafe. The proposed access 
is also directly opposite the entrance to Eton Place, creating traffic conflict. 

G. Inadequate School and Infrastructure Planning

There is no evidence that infrastructure has been considered, including the availability of 
school places, GP services, or public facilities to support a Traveller site. 

H. Misapplication of Site Selection Criteria

The constraints in Table 1 of the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study appear not to 
have been properly applied. The site includes: 

• Council-owned amenity land
• Designated Local Green Space
• Playground
• Overlooked land
• Areas lacking adequate access

I. Inconsistency with Draft Plan Policies

This proposal is inconsistent with the Camden Draft Plan’s own stated aims, particularly: 

(i) Providing improved sport and leisure facilities for young people

(ii) Delivering new and enhanced areas of open/play space and access to nature

(iii) Enhancing greening and biodiversity

(iv) Supporting flood mitigation and SuDS strategies

J. Lack of Consultation

To date, there has been no meaningful consultation with local residents. Most residents in 
Constable House and Eton Hall are unaware of the proposal, in breach of Camden’s own 
Statement of Community Involvement. 

6. What changes would you like to see made?
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I respectfully request that the Camden Draft Plan be modified by the removal of Site C27 as a 
proposed Traveller site. The site is wholly unsuitable for the reasons set out above. 

This modification should include the removal of Site C27 from: 
– Table 5 in Chapter 4 (Central Camden); 
– Policy H11 and supporting text in Chapter 7 (Meeting Housing Needs); and 
– the Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Site Allocations. 

 

7. Do you wish to participate in the Examination in Public? 

☑ Yes 
☐ No 

If yes, please briefly outline why: 

I am directly affected as a neighbouring resident and property owner and would like to ensure 
local voices are heard in relation to this flawed site allocation. 

 

8. Signature and Date 

 

Signed: 

 
Date:  24th June 2025 

 



Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any information held 

by us may therefore become publicly available. For information about our use of your personal data visit: historicengland.org.uk/ /privacy 

Our ref: PL00795029 

Planning Policy  

London Borough of Camden 

Camden Town Hall 

Judd Street 

London WC1H 8EQ 

By email: planningpolicy@camden.gov.uk 

27 March 2024 

Dear Planning Policy Team     

London Borough of Camden – Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation document. As the 

Government’s adviser on the historic environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that the 

conservation and enhancement of the historic environment is taken fully into account at all 

stages and levels of the Local Plan process.  

Our comments are made in the context of the principles relating to the historic environment 

and local plans within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the accompanying 

Planning Practice Guide (PPG). They focus in particular on whether the draft Plan makes 

sufficient provision for the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment in 

Camden through strategic policies (NPPF, para 20), whether the identified evidence base for 

the historic environment is relevant and up to date (para 31) and if the Plan therefore sets out a 

positive strategy for its conservation and enjoyment (para 196). Historic England has produced 

advice on this process which can be found here: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-local-plans/gpa1/  

As with our response to the previous (Regulation 18) consultation, we note and very much 

welcome the emphasis on high-quality design in new development, together with appropriate 

consideration of existing context that runs through the consultation draft. We also note and 

welcome the various amendments that have been made to individual policies and site 

allocations as a result of comments and discussions that have taken place since the previous 

consultation. These include policies D2 and D5 and sensitive site allocations such as the 

Wendling Estate and St Pancras Hospital. As a result, our comments on the current draft are 

limited in nature and relate only to three draft site allocations. They are intended to add clarity 

to the site allocation policies and enable greater certainty for future decision-makers.  
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Allocation S18 – 135-149 Shaftesbury (the former Saville Theatre).  

As with our previous consultation response, we support the identification of the listed building 

as a site allocation given the opportunity it provides to establish in the plan a clear framework 

for the conservation of its significance. We note the amendments introduced to the 

development and design principles in relation to the site allocation at clauses 1 and 6. 

However, we consider that the revised clause 6 in particular remains ambiguous and would 

potentially be problematic for a future decision-maker.  

As currently set out, we consider that the reference to the height and massing of any proposed 

upwards extension implies that the effects of such an intervention would only be of relevance 

to the surrounding townscape and conservation areas. However, we consider that an upwards 

extension would clearly have the potential to harm the significance of the listed building, 

depending on its form and size. In order to be clear that this should be a consideration in any 

future decision (and notwithstanding the position with regard to the current application for the 

building), we consider clause 6 should be amended to:  

‘ ensure that where an upwards extension is proposed, this is of the highest architectural 

quality to complement and enhance of a height, massing and architectural quality 

appropriate to the form and significance of the Grade II host building, is of a height and 

massing that is appropriate to and responds to the site’s surrounding townscape and 

neighbouring conservation areas’.  

Allocations C10 (Juniper Crescent Estate) and C11 (Network Rail land at Juniper 

Crescent). 

We strongly welcome the strengthening of the wording within both site allocations in relation to 

managing any effects on the significance of the Grade II* Roundhouse. We note the text at the 

end of the development and design principle sections of each allocation to the Building Heights 

Study and its conclusion that development should be within the range of 9m-45m across the 

site. This is a reasonably broad range (although we would also note that 9m is not within the 

definition of a tall building in the draft local plan or the London Plan which is potentially 

confusing) and given some of the views testing we have seen the potential for effects on 

significance are clear. As a result we consider that further clarity as to how heights will be 

distributed across each site is necessary. The final sentence of these sections should be 

amended to  

‘The acceptability of particular tall building proposals, and their location within the site, will 

need to take appropriate account of and respect the significance of the Roundhouse 

and should be located accordingly. They will be assessed against Policy D2 (Tall Buildings) 

and other relevant development plan policies.  
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I trust these comments are helpful, and I would be pleased to discuss further to clarify the 

points raised. We would encourage the Council to ensure that your own conservation staff are 

involved throughout the local plan process to help ensure that heritage issues are adequately 

addressed. Please note that this advice is based on the information that has been provided to 

us and does not affect our obligation to advise on, and potentially object to any specific 

development proposal which may subsequently arise from these documents, and which may 

have adverse effects on the environment.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further information.  

 

Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tim Brennan   

 
  

 
 

 



To: Camden Council Planning Policy Team 
Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025) – Objection to 
Site C27 Allocation 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I write on behalf of the New Etons Residents Association (NERA), representing residents of 
Eton Hall, Eton Place, and Eton Rise, located directly opposite the proposed Site C27 (Land 
East of Constable House, Adelaide Road, NW3 3QA). We strongly object to the allocation of 
this site for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation in the Camden Local Plan Proposed 
Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025). We respectfully request the Planning Inspector 
recommends removal of Site C27 from the Plan on the grounds that it is unsound and fails the 
key tests of justification, effectiveness, and consistency with national and local policy. 

1. Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
Site C27 serves as a much-valued green space for residents, historically used as a play area
and community amenity, managed under the “Communi-trees” initiative. It meets the criteria
for Local Green Space due to its vital role for families, children, and elderly residents in this
dense urban area lacking private outdoor space. Its development would result in an
unacceptable loss of accessible green space, contrary to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), London Plan policies, Camden’s own local plan, and relevant case law:
• NPPF Paragraphs 99-101 (protection of open space);
• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC Admin
548) confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to
redevelopment.

2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed site is hemmed in by multi-storey residential blocks, including Constable
House various large scale developments, including the Etons, Bridge House opposite and the
new development at site C25. The site is heavily overlooked from all sides, undermining
mutual privacy and residential amenity. This conflicts with Camden’s Planning Guidance on
Amenity, the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS), and fundamental human rights
protections.
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must
be weighed in Traveller site cases.

3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site lies within a flood risk zone, identified as vulnerable to surface water flooding.
Traveller accommodation is classified as a “Highly Vulnerable Use,” making this location
unsuitable under both the NPPF and PPTS flood risk policies. The proposal fails critical
sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone areas.
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• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient); 
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding; 
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar flood 
vulnerability grounds. 

4. Access Constraints and Deliverability 
Access to the site is through narrow estate roads and pedestrian paths, inadequate for 
caravans, trailers, or emergency vehicles. The lack of independent, safe vehicular access 
raises serious concerns about the practical deliverability of the site and compliance with 
policy requirements. 

• Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) – minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) 
– sites must be accessible and deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create 
unequal or unsafe conditions for any group. 

5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency 
The Council’s selection of Site C27 appears arbitrary and non-transparent. It was not 
disclosed in earlier consultation stages, denying residents meaningful participation. The site’s 
inclusion contradicts the filters and exclusion criteria applied in the original Gypsy and 
Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS), which should have ruled out locations with 
overlooking, flood risk, access issues, and use as amenity/play space. 

6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria 
Site C27 directly conflicts with key exclusion criteria in AECOM’s methodology for GTSIS, 
including proximity to multi-storey buildings, its current use as amenity/play space, flood 
risk, and inadequate access. Its inclusion undermines the evidence base and planning 
soundness of the Local Plan. 

7. Better Alternatives Exist 
There has been no clear justification why 19 other shortlisted sites were rejected in favour of 
Site C27. The absence of a robust, transparent comparative analysis or scoring undermines 
the Plan’s soundness in line with the NPPF’s requirement for justification, effectiveness, and 
consistency. 

 

Conclusion: 
For the reasons outlined above — including the loss of vital amenity space, privacy concerns, 
flood risk, access constraints, procedural flaws, and safety implications — Site C27 should be 
removed from the Camden Local Plan submission draft. We urge the Council and Planning 
Inspectorate to reconsider this allocation and pursue a more transparent, evidence-based, and 
community-informed approach to identifying suitable sites for Gypsy and Traveller 
accommodation. 

Thank you for considering our representation. We request to be heard at the examination 
hearings. 

Yours sincerely, 
Leonie Perrin 
On behalf of New Etons Residents Association (NERA) 





Summary & Recommendation
For the reasons above, allocating a permanent Traveller site on Chalk Farm Road is 
unsound and inconsistent with Camden’s own policies:
Issue     Policy Conflict
Traffic & parking overload  DP20, T6, DP24
Visual and heritage damage CS14, DP24, DP25
Lack of open space   CS15, DP31
Absence of flood strategy  CS13, DP22
Poor integration & access  DP3, DP14, DP15, national Circular

I urge the council to remove this allocation unless a detailed site-specific assessment 
(including transport, flood risk, servicing, drainage, open space and heritage impact) is 
submitted and concluded to be compliant with all relevant policies. Alternative sites with 
fewer constraints (e.g. existing council-owned land more proximate to services) should be 
prioritised.
I trust that this representation will be fully considered in the final Plan. I would also request 
notification of any future public hearing sessions related to this issue.
Yours sincerely,
Annie Mills



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:04:21 +0100
From: Anna Foden
To: [redacted], [redacted], [redacted], [redacted]
Subject: Draft Local Plan - Objection to Site Allocation C27 (Gypsy And Traveller
Site)

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025)

My name is Anna Foden and I live at  [redacted address], [redacted postcode] located
near the proposed site.

I want to object to the proposed allocation of Site C27  Land East of Constable House, [redacted
postcode]  for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation within the Camden Local Plan Proposed
Submission Draft (Regulation 19).

I respectfully request that the Planning Inspector recommend removal of Site C27 from the Plan on
the grounds that its allocation is unsound for the following reasons:

1. Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
The site is a long established, well used informal green space historically utilised as an open
kickabout area and passive amenity for residents of Constable House and the wider estate. It is
currently managed as part of the “Communi trees” community greening initiative. While not
formally designated as open space, the site clearly meets the functional criteria for Local Green
Space designation and is used as informal play and communal space, particularly by families in
high density flats without access to private outdoor areas. Its redevelopment would significantly
erode amenity provision and contribute to a deficit of accessible green space, especially affecting
children and elderly residents. The loss would be contrary to:
• NPPF Paragraphs 99 101 (protection of open space);
• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC Admin 548)
confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to redevelopment.

2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing multi
storey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily overlooked
from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton Place, and Eton
Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current residents and future
site occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in
direct conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c)  sites should not place undue
pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194  established that mutual amenity impacts must be
weighed in Traveller site cases.

3. Flood Risk  Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s 2021
surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable
Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood prone locations,
and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g)  sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford)  Traveller sites refused on similar flood
vulnerability grounds.
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4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and
pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability is
therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) - minimum
access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) - sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 - provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions for any group.

5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21 parcels.
Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the Regulation
19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d)
(plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents were
only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective
participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process weakens
the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.

6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly applied
filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as
amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed beyond
the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and undermines
the integrity of the evidence base.

7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was taken
forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded
due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict - all of which apply equally (or more severely) to
Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF
tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); - Consistency
(application of methodology).

Conclusion and Requested Action

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible basis. It is
unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process. It clearly fails the key tests of
justification, effectiveness, and consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft in the following sections:

- Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5
- Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11
-Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site Allocations

and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites through a
transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards,

Anna Foden



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 13:13:57 +0200
From: Mui Sebold
To: [redacted], [redacted], [redacted], [redacted]
Subject: Draft Local Plan - Objection to Site Allocation C27 (Gypsy And Traveller
Site)

[You don't often get email from  Learn why 
this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification 
]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

FAO: Camden Council Planning Policy Team

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 
2025)

My name is Mui Sebold and I have a property ([redacted address], 
NW1) located near the proposed site.

I want to object to the proposed allocation of Site C27 - Land East 
of Constable House, [redacted postcode] - for Gypsy and Traveller 
accommodation within the Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission 
Draft (Regulation 19).

I respectfully request that the Planning Inspector recommend 
removal of Site C27 from the Plan on the grounds that its 
allocation is unsound for the following reasons:

1. Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
The site is a long-established, well-used informal green space
historically utilised as an open kickabout area and passive amenity
for residents of Constable House and the wider estate. It is
currently managed as part of the “Communi-trees” community greening
initiative. While not formally designated as open space, the site
clearly meets the functional criteria for Local Green Space
designation and is used as informal play and communal space,
particularly by families in high-density flats without access to
private outdoor areas. Its redevelopment would significantly erode
amenity provision and contribute to a deficit of accessible green
space, especially affecting children and elderly residents. The
loss would be contrary to:
• NPPF Paragraphs 99-101 (protection of open space);
• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal
recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
[2001] EWHC Admin 548) confirming informal community land requires
robust justification prior to redevelopment.

2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being
hemmed in by existing multistorey residential blocks, including
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Constable House. The site is directly and heavily overlooked from 
windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton 
Hall, Eton Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating 
conditions unacceptable for both current residents and future site 
occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and 
residential amenity and is in direct conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c)
- sites should not place undue pressure on local infrastructure or
cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect
for private and family life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 - established that mutual
amenity impacts must be weighed in Traveller site cases.

3. Flood Risk - Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ)
and identified in Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject
to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable Use”
under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests
required for flood-prone locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately
flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) - sites must not be at high risk of
flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) - Traveller sites
refused on similar flood vulnerability grounds.

4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is
served by narrow estate roads and pedestrian paths unsuited to
large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for
Streets (DfT, 2007) - minimum access width standards; - PPTS
Paragraph 13(b) - sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 - provision must not create unequal or unsafe
conditions for any group.

5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study
(2024) shortlisted 21 parcels. Following Camden’s internal
filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the
Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided,
contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d) (plans must be justified and
explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier
consultation rounds. Residents were only made aware of its
selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents
earlier in the process weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and
risks procedural unfairness.

6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification
Study (GTSIS) clearly applied filters that would exclude sites: -



Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as amenity 
or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe 
vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and 
should not have progressed beyond the filtering stage. Its 
inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and 
undermines the integrity of the evidence base.

7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were 
rejected while Site C27 was taken forward is problematic. The Site 
Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded 
due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict - all of which 
apply equally (or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix 
raises concerns about the objectivity and soundness of the site 
selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF tests 
of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness 
(deliverability); - Consistency (application of methodology).

Conclusion and Requested Action

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a 
transparent or defensible basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss 
of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access 
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process. It 
clearly fails the key tests of justification, effectiveness, and 
consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from 
the Camden Local Plan submission draft in the following sections:

- Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5
- Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11
-Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site 
Allocations

and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more 
appropriate sites through a transparent, community-informed 
process.

Kind regards,

Mui Sebold

Sent from my iPhone



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:13:22 +0100
From: J Stapleton
To: [redacted], [redacted], [redacted], [redacted],  (3rd Mailbox)
Subject: Site Allocation C27 – Land East Of Constable House, Adelaide Road
(Gypsy And Traveller Site) objection

To: Camden Council Planning Policy Team

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025)

My name is Julie Stapleton and I own  London [redacted
postcode], which is located directly opposite the proposed site. Myself and many of my fellow
residents object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed allocation of Site C27 - Land East
of Constable House, [redacted postcode] - for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation within the
Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19).

I respectfully request that the Planning Inspector recommend removal of Site C27 from the Plan
on the grounds that its allocation is unsound, as it fails the key tests of justification, effectiveness,
and consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

While residents support Camden’s efforts to provide space for this disadvantaged community, the
selection of this site is wrong for a number of reasons.

It is in an already crowded area next to Constable House and Eton Villas, and would be
overlooked by buildings of more than [redacted address] and the new development next
to Chalk Farm tube station.
It is very small (and actually smaller than the minimum size that Camden themselves
recommend).
It is next to a main road, a railway and an ambulance run - making it an unpleasant
location for new dwellings.
It will be highly impacted by the HS2 works for the next decade and add extra traffic to
the area during the works for this.
It’s an area of high footfall; everyone walking from Chalk Farm station to Primrose Hill
across the bridge will walk past it, and it will be highly visible and lack privacy.
It will mean loss of green space and a playground for the residents of Constable House
who seem to know nothing about the plan.
It will have a knock-on impact to the local community and Primrose Hill, including the
policing of these areas.
The Traveller community don’t like it and fear losing their current accommodations as a
result (https://www.camdencitizen.co.uk/2025/04/17/camden-travellers-anxious-plans-
long-awaited-sites)

________________________________________

1. Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
The site is a long-established, well-used informal green space historically utilised as an open
kickabout area and passive amenity for residents of Constable House and the wider estate. It is
currently managed as part of the “Communi-trees” community greening initiative. While not
formally designated as open space, the site clearly meets the functional criteria for Local Green
Space designation and is used as informal play and communal space, particularly by families in
high-density flats without access to private outdoor areas.
Its redevelopment would significantly erode amenity provision and contribute to a deficit of
accessible green space, especially affecting children and elderly residents. The loss would be
contrary to:
• NPPF Paragraphs 99-101 (protection of open space);
• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC Admin 548)
confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to redevelopment.
________________________________________
2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing
multistorey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily
overlooked from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton
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Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current
residents and future site occupants.
This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in direct conflict
with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) - sites should not place undue
pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 - established that mutual amenity impacts must be
weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk - Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s 2021
surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable
Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone locations,
and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) - sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) - Traveller sites refused on similar flood
vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and
pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability is
therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) - minimum
access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) - sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 - provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21 parcels.
Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the Regulation
19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d)
(plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents were
only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective
participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process weakens
the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly applied
filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as
amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed beyond
the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and undermines
the integrity of the evidence base.
________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was taken
forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded
due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict - all of which apply equally (or more severely) to
Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF
tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); - Consistency
(application of methodology).
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible basis. It
is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites
through a transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards

Julie Stapleton





residents and potential site occupants.

This contravenes:
- Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity;
- PPTS (2023), para. 13(c);
- Article 8 of the ECHR.

Supported by Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194.

3. Flood Risk - Inappropriate for Highly Vulnerable Use

The site lies within a Local Flood Risk Zone. Traveller accommodation is considered a "highly
vulnerable" use under Planning Practice Guidance.

Contrary to:
- NPPF Paragraph 167;
- PPTS para. 13(g).
See APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) for precedent.

4. Access and Deliverability - Physical and Functional Constraints

There is no independent vehicular access. Estate roads cannot accommodate trailers, service, or
emergency vehicles.

Conflicts with:
- PPTS para. 13(b);
- Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007);
- Equality Act 2010.

5. Conclusion and Recommendation

The proposed allocation is unsound and should be removed on the basis of:
- Loss of valued amenity space;
- Overlooking and privacy conflicts;
- Unacceptable flood risk;
- Lack of deliverability.

I kindly ask that a more appropriate, sustainable, and inclusive solution be found in consultation
with all affected communities.

Do kindly let me know if you require any further information.

Please could you also add my name to your consultation database so that I can be notified of (i)
when the Camden Local Plan has been submitted; (ii) when the Inspector’s Report is published;
and (iii) when the Camden Local Plan is adopted.

Yours faithfully,

Robert Anderson KC



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:35:21 +0100
From: Milli C
To: [redacted], [redacted], [redacted], [redacted]
Subject: Objection to Site Allocation C27 (Gypsy And Traveller Site)

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025)

My name is Milli Chu and I live on [redacted address] located near the proposed site.

I want to object to the proposed allocation of Site C27  Land East of Constable House, [redacted
postcode]  for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation within the Camden Local Plan Proposed
Submission Draft (Regulation 19).

I respectfully request that the Planning Inspector recommend removal of Site C27 from the Plan on
the grounds that its allocation is unsound for the following reasons:

1. Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
The site is a long established, well used informal green space historically utilised as an open
kickabout area and passive amenity for residents of Constable House and the wider estate. It is
currently managed as part of the “Communi trees” community greening initiative. While not
formally designated as open space, the site clearly meets the functional criteria for Local Green
Space designation and is used as informal play and communal space, particularly by families in
high density flats without access to private outdoor areas. Its redevelopment would significantly
erode amenity provision and contribute to a deficit of accessible green space, especially affecting
children and elderly residents. The loss would be contrary to:
• NPPF Paragraphs 99 101 (protection of open space);
• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC Admin 548)
confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to redevelopment.

2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing
multistorey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily
overlooked from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton
Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current
residents and future site occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and
residential amenity and is in direct conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c)  sites should not place undue
pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194  established that mutual amenity impacts must be
weighed in Traveller site cases.

3. Flood Risk  Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s 2021
surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable
Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood prone locations,
and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g)  sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford)  Traveller sites refused on similar flood
vulnerability grounds.

4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
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The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and
pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability is
therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) - minimum
access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) - sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 - provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions for any group.

5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21 parcels.
Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the Regulation
19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d)
(plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents were
only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective
participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process weakens
the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.

6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly applied
filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as
amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed beyond
the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and undermines
the integrity of the evidence base.

7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was taken
forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded
due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict - all of which apply equally (or more severely) to
Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF
tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); - Consistency
(application of methodology).

Conclusion and Requested Action

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible basis. It is
unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process. It clearly fails the key tests of
justification, effectiveness, and consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft in the following sections:

Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11Draft Policies
Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site Allocations

and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites through a
transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards,
Milli Chu



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:39:15 +0100
From: Julie Lasso
To: [redacted]
Subject: Objection to proposal for a Gypsy and Traveller accommodation -
recommendation to Delete Site Allocation C27: Land Adjacent to Constable House
Adelaide Road

I want to register my objection to this proposal
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 11:52:08 +0000
From: Fiona Paulus
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Planning for Site Allocation C27
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· Playground space: The site is used by children from Constable House and
neighboring homes as an informal but essential play area. There is no obvious
alternative nearby. Removing this space would take away one of the few places
where local children can safely play outdoors.

· Access issues: The proposed access to the site would be directly opposite to
buildings, raising serious concerns about traffic flow and disruption for both
residents and any future occupants of the site. The plot is hemmed in by narrow
roads and pedestrian areas, with limited turning space-posing challenges for
critical emergency service vehicles.

· Flooding history: The area has recently experienced repeated flooding,
especially around the play area. Developing this ground would risk further
complications for both the site and surrounding buildings.

· No clear planning for school places: There is no information indicating
whether any consideration has been given to nearby school capacity or access
to essential local services.

· No Consultation: There has been no meaningful consultation with local
residents regarding the proposed use of this site.

Conclusion

For the reasons listed above, the Camden Draft Plan should be modified to by
the deletion of site C27.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Jón Sveinbjörn Halldórsson



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 14:00:05 +0200
From: Judy Dobias
To: [redacted]
Subject: Travellers / Gypsy location - Chalk Farm

I live at [redacted address] [redacted postcode] and am currently  today.

A neighbour shared the information about this proposal which many of us knew nothing about.

I strong object to this happening and believe it would throw the equilibrium of the
neighbourhood.

Best wishes,
Judy Dobias

Judy Dobias
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:11:59 +0000
From: Emily Mitchell
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Gypsy site

[You don't often get email from 
Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

Good morning
Please add my name to the no doubt enormous list of those who do 
not want this site off Adelaide Rd or anywhere in the area.
Thanks
Emily Mitchell
Sent from my iPhone
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:33:00 +0000
From: Jeremy Bradshaw
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Camden Nature Corridor/Camden Local Plan Policy N1 para 7

I’m writing to support the Council’s Local Plan with clear guidance for the future development of
Murphy’s Yard, Regis Road and the West Kentish Town Estate and in particular that these
developments should bring about the delivery of the community-led Camden Nature Corridor for
those areas.

Trees, plants and wildlife bring benefits to all of those of us living in Camden’s built up urban
environments. They improve our health. Do please encourage them by ensuring that the
developments mentioned above include ample green spaces for wildlife.

Thank you!

Best wishes,

Jeremy Bradshaw

[redacted address],  [redacted postcode]
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Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:32:54 +0000
From: Afza Zaki
To: PlanningPolicy, 
Subject: Draft Local Plan - Objection to Site Allocation C27 (Gypsy and Traveller
Site)

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 2025)

My name is Dr Afza Zaki and I live in the area located near the proposed site.

I want to object to the proposed allocation of Site C27  Land East of Constable House, [redacted
postcode]  for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation within the Camden Local Plan Proposed
Submission Draft (Regulation 19).

I respectfully request that the Planning Inspector recommend removal of Site C27 from the Plan on
the grounds that its allocation is unsound for the following reasons:

1.⁠ ⁠Loss of Valued Community Amenity Space
The site is a long established, well used informal green space historically utilised as an open
kickabout area and passive amenity for residents of Constable House and the wider estate. It is
currently managed as part of the “Communi trees” community greening initiative. While not
formally designated as open space, the site clearly meets the functional criteria for Local Green
Space designation and is used as informal play and communal space, particularly by families in
high density flats without access to private outdoor areas. Its redevelopment would significantly
erode amenity provision and contribute to a deficit of accessible green space, especially affecting
children and elderly residents. The loss would be contrary to:
•⁠ ⁠NPPF Paragraphs 99 101 (protection of open space);
•⁠ ⁠London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
•⁠ ⁠Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
•⁠ ⁠Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC Admin 548)
confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to redevelopment.

2.⁠ ⁠Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing
multistorey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily
overlooked from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall, Eton
Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both current
residents and future site occupants. This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and
residential amenity and is in direct conflict with:
•⁠ ⁠Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
•⁠ ⁠Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c)  sites should not place undue
pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
•⁠ ⁠Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family life);
•⁠ ⁠Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194  established that mutual amenity impacts must be
weighed in Traveller site cases.

3.⁠ ⁠Flood Risk  Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in Camden’s 2021
surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered a “Highly Vulnerable
Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood prone locations,
and is in breach of:
•⁠ ⁠NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
•⁠ ⁠PPTS Paragraph 13(g)  sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
•⁠ ⁠Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford)  Traveller sites refused on similar flood
vulnerability grounds.
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4.⁠ ⁠Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads and
pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access. Deliverability is
therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) - minimum
access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) - sites must be accessible and deliverable; -
Equality Act 2010 - provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions for any group.

5.⁠ ⁠Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21 parcels.
Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation in the Regulation
19 Draft Plan. However:
•⁠ ⁠The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph 16(d)
(plans must be justified and explainable);
•⁠ ⁠The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents were
only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining effective
participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process weakens
the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.

6.⁠ ⁠Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly applied
filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); - Used as
amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed beyond
the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic and undermines
the integrity of the evidence base.

7.⁠ ⁠Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was taken
forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many were excluded
due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict - all of which apply equally (or more severely) to
Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the NPPF
tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); - Consistency
(application of methodology).

Conclusion and Requested Action

The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible basis. It is
unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, and access
constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process. It clearly fails the key tests of
justification, effectiveness, and consistency with national policy set out in paragraph 35 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

I therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be REMOVED from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft in the following sections:

Chapter 4 Central Camden: Table 5Chapter 7: Meeting Housing Needs: Policy H11Draft Policies
Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site Allocations

and that the Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites through a
transparent, community-informed process.

Kind regards,

Dr Afza Zaki





current residents and future site occupants.
This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in direct
conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not place
undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts must
be weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in
Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered
a “Highly Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone
locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar
flood vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads
and pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) –
minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and
deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation
in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph
16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds. Residents
were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft, undermining
effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________
6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria



AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS) clearly 
applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings (overlooking); -
Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without safe vehicular access. 
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed 
beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic 
and undermines the integrity of the evidence base. 
________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was 
taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many 
were excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally 
(or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the 
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the 
NPPF tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -
Consistency (application of methodology). 
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible 
basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy, 
and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan 
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites 
through a transparent, community-informed process.

Andrew Dalah



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 12:40:16 +0000
From: Ngaia FITZHARDINGE
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Objection to propsed use of Site C27: Chalk Farm- Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation site

Dear Planning Officer,

Respectfully, I object strongly to the proposal above.

The site is not suitable for housing disadvantaged or minority groups.

It is situated on a noisy, busy road on the Ambulance route to the local hospitals.
It is exposed on two of its three sides, so it does not provide a secure location, particularly
for caravans.
It is situated on a very public thoroughfare, running from Chalk Farm Tube to Primrose Hill,
where most residents pass by twice daily, and the high number of visitors to the area often
pass by this site on foot, many returning late at night.
It has poor drainage, and no facilities.

Furthermore, there is a loss of one of the few green spaces in this part of the Chalk Farm area,
which will have a negative impact on residents in the surrounding high-density areas. This area is
a long-established green space for Constable House residents, with many children from the
nearby flats using it.

Finally, the small notices on a few poles meant most residents only found out yesterday or today.
Placing them in libraries and planning offices is irrelevant for most residents. Many will be
completely unaware.

There is no transparency on site selection. This site is wholly unsuitable, and the community
should have been involved much earlier to avoid the waste of money in proposing this one.

Sincerely,

Ngaia Fitzhardinge
[redacted address]
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Notes to accompany the Representation Form  

 

1. Introduction 

The Camden Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan is published in order for representations 
to be made prior to submission. The representations will be considered alongside the 
published Plan when it submitted for examination a Planning Inspector. Under the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) the purpose of the examination is 
to consider whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate 
and is sound. 

 

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

During the examination, the Inspector will first check that the Plan meets the legal 
requirements under s20(5)(a) and the duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 
moving on to test for soundness.  

You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of 
work prepared by the council, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it 
proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any Plans which 
the council proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the Plan is not in 
the current LDS it should not have been published for representations.  

• The process of community involvement for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets 
out the council’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of 
planning policy documents and the consideration of planning applications. 

• The Plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the council must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices 
and on its website. The council must also notify the Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The council is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a 
Plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been 
carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of 
that process. Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they 
reflect social, environmental, and economic factors 

You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the 
duty to co-operate:  

• Councils are expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with any 
requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate cannot be rectified 
after the submission of the Plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power to recommend 
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector 
has no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

 

3. Soundness 

Local Plans are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Paragraph 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the tests of soundness. The Inspector 
has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

• Positively prepared 

This means that the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, 
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 



other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

• Justified 

The Plan should be an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective 

The Plan should be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters.  

• Consistent with national policy 

The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the Plan unsound without the 
policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

 

4. General advice 

If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the Plan or part of the Plan 
you should make clear in what way the Plan or part of the Plan is not sound having regard to 
legal compliance, duty to cooperate and the four tests of soundness set out above. You 
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the Plan should be 
modified. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the Plan should be 
modified. Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
submissions based on the original representation made at publication. After this stage, 
further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and 
issues they identify for examination. 

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the 
view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which 
repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is 
representing and how the representation has been authorised. 



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 13:15:53 +0000
From: Donna Baillie
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Representation on Policy H11 of the Local Plan
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Notes to accompany the Representation Form  

 

1. Introduction 

The Camden Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan is published in order for representations 
to be made prior to submission. The representations will be considered alongside the 
published Plan when it submitted for examination a Planning Inspector. Under the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) the purpose of the examination is 
to consider whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate 
and is sound. 

 

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 

During the examination, the Inspector will first check that the Plan meets the legal 
requirements under s20(5)(a) and the duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 
moving on to test for soundness.  

You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of 
work prepared by the council, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it 
proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any Plans which 
the council proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the Plan is not in 
the current LDS it should not have been published for representations.  

• The process of community involvement for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets 
out the council’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of 
planning policy documents and the consideration of planning applications. 

• The Plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the council must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices 
and on its website. The council must also notify the Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The council is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a 
Plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been 
carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of 
that process. Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they 
reflect social, environmental, and economic factors 

You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the 
duty to co-operate:  

• Councils are expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with any 
requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate cannot be rectified 
after the submission of the Plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power to recommend 
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector 
has no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

 

3. Soundness 

Local Plans are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Paragraph 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the tests of soundness. The Inspector 
has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

• Positively prepared 

This means that the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, 
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 



other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

• Justified 

The Plan should be an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective 

The Plan should be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters.  

• Consistent with national policy 

The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

 

If you think the content of the Plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the Plan unsound without the 
policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

 

4. General advice 

If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the Plan or part of the Plan 
you should make clear in what way the Plan or part of the Plan is not sound having regard to 
legal compliance, duty to cooperate and the four tests of soundness set out above. You 
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the Plan should be 
modified. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the Plan should be 
modified. Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
submissions based on the original representation made at publication. After this stage, 
further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and 
issues they identify for examination. 

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the 
view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which 
repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is 
representing and how the representation has been authorised. 





In the interests of fairness, logic, and responsible public policy, I urge Camden Council to
halt this proposal and instead commit to using this land for a housing solution that benefits
the many, not the few.

Yours sincerely,
Rebecca Lewis





I would love to see the travellers getting a few large, fairly secluded camps in Camden,
with decent facilities where they can follow their way of life in peace and safety. I don’t
know the Camley sites but they sound like a good option.

More does need to be done to educate settled people about travellers and vice versa and
bring communities together but this is a separate campaign and should have a high level of
traveller involvement in its development. Also investigation of the issues that both parties
have with each other so they can be understood by each other, addressed and dismantled.

Could you not use the Adelaide road site to build a small number of high density social
housing? Please Camden, build more social housing for your residents. 

Best regards

Fiona

Fiona Sheridan



Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 13:53:53 +0000
From: bernard caplan
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Camden Local Plan: objections to site C27 Land East of Constable House,
Adelaide Rd Gypsy&Traveller site

[You don't often get email from  Learn why 
this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification 
]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

﻿

﻿Bernard Caplan

[redacted address]

[redacted postcode]

[redacted email]

OBJECTION

Proposed. Modification

Delete Site Allocation C27 Land adjacent to Constable 
House,Adelaide Rd

for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation

Site C27  should be deleted from the following.

Chapter4 Central Camden: Table5

Chapter 7:Meeting Housing Needs:Policy H11
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Draft Policies Map and Schedule of Proposed Local Plan Site

Allocations

Playground

 area was constructed as a play area for residents of Constable 
House

and is in use as a play space.It is identified on OS maps as a 
playground.

If this is lost there are no available sites for the children to 
play nearby.

Overlooking

Site overlooked on all sides

From 4/5,storey Constable House,residents Provost Rd,6 storey Etons

and residentsPrimrose House ,Bridge HouseAdelaide Rd.

Flood risk

Site lies within flood risk zone has had recent flooding.

Loss of Green space

Last few months site been planted with wild flowers and trees .

All these would be lost.

No independent access to site.

Disruption to residents and traffic congestion on very busy



Adelaide Rd.

Constraints in Gypsy and traveller Site identification have not 
been applied to this site.

Also proposal not consistent with other policies in draft Camden 
plan which is supposed

to provide new areas of open space and improve sport and leasure 
facilities for young people

as well as delivering flood mitigation measures.

There has been no consultation with local residents in relation to 
proposed use of site.

For all reasons given the Camden Draft Plan should be modified by 
deletion of site 27.

Sent from my iPad





• London Plan Policy S4 (ensuring sufficient play and informal recreation);
• Camden Local Plan Policy A2(e);
• Case law (e.g. Copas v Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead [2001] EWHC
Admin 548) confirming informal community land requires robust justification prior to
redevelopment.
________________________________________
2. Overlooking and Loss of Privacy
The proposed use would result in a highly constrained site being hemmed in by existing
multistorey residential blocks, including Constable House. The site is directly and heavily
overlooked from windows and balconies of neighbouring flats, as well as from Eton Hall,
Eton Place, and Eton Rise immediately opposite, creating conditions unacceptable for both
current residents and future site occupants.
This undermines the principle of mutual privacy and residential amenity and is in direct
conflict with:
• Camden Planning Guidance on Amenity (2021);
• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS, 2023), Paragraph 13(c) – sites should not
place undue pressure on local infrastructure or cause conflict with settled communities;
• Article 8, European Convention on Human Rights (right to respect for private and family
life);
• Moore v SSCLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1194 – established that mutual amenity impacts
must be weighed in Traveller site cases.
________________________________________
3. Flood Risk – Unsuitable for Highly Vulnerable Use
The site is located within a mapped Local Flood Risk Zone (LFRZ) and identified in
Camden’s 2021 surface water flood data as subject to risk. Traveller pitches are considered
a “Highly Vulnerable Use” under Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposal therefore fails the sequential and exception tests required for flood-prone
locations, and is in breach of:
• NPPF Paragraph 167 (requiring development to be appropriately flood resilient);
• PPTS Paragraph 13(g) – sites must not be at high risk of flooding;
• Precedent: APP/B5480/A/11/2151483 (Romford) – Traveller sites refused on similar
flood vulnerability grounds.
________________________________________
4. Access Constraints and Undeliverability
The site lacks independent, adoptable vehicular access. It is served by narrow estate roads
and pedestrian paths unsuited to large vehicles, trailers, or emergency service access.
Deliverability is therefore highly questionable.
This constraint breaches key policy requirements: - Manual for Streets (DfT, 2007) –
minimum access width standards; - PPTS Paragraph 13(b) – sites must be accessible and
deliverable; - Equality Act 2010 – provision must not create unequal or unsafe conditions
for any group.
________________________________________
5. Unsound Site Selection Process and Lack of Transparency
The original AECOM Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (2024) shortlisted 21
parcels. Following Camden’s internal filtering, only two sites were proposed for allocation
in the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. However:
• The selection rationale for these final sites is not provided, contrary to NPPF paragraph
16(d) (plans must be justified and explainable);
• The allocation of Site C27 was not disclosed during earlier consultation rounds.
Residents were only made aware of its selection in the May 2025 Regulation 19 Draft,
undermining effective participation.
This lack of transparency and failure to consult affected residents earlier in the process
weakens the legitimacy of the allocation and risks procedural unfairness.
________________________________________



6. Conflict with GTSIS Methodology and Exclusion Criteria
AECOM’s methodology for the Gypsy and Traveller Site Identification Study (GTSIS)
clearly applied filters that would exclude sites: - Within 18m of 4+ storey buildings
(overlooking); - Used as amenity or play space; - At risk of surface flooding; - Without
safe vehicular access.
Site C27 presents all four of these exclusionary criteria and should not have progressed
beyond the filtering stage. Its inclusion contradicts the consultant’s own assessment logic
and undermines the integrity of the evidence base.
________________________________________
7. Better Alternatives Exist
The failure to explain why 19 of the 21 shortlisted sites were rejected while Site C27 was
taken forward is problematic. The Site Selection Topic Paper (April 2025) notes that many
were excluded due to existing use, access, or amenity conflict – all of which apply equally
(or more severely) to Site C27.
The absence of a robust comparative analysis or scoring matrix raises concerns about the
objectivity and soundness of the site selection process. The plan has therefore not met the
NPPF tests of: - Justification (why this site over others); - Effectiveness (deliverability); -
Consistency (application of methodology).
________________________________________
Conclusion and Requested Action
The allocation of Site C27 fails multiple policy tests and lacks a transparent or defensible
basis. It is unsound due to: - The loss of essential amenity space; - Inherent flood, privacy,
and access constraints; - A flawed and opaque site selection process.
We therefore respectfully request that: - Site C27 be removed from the Camden Local Plan
submission draft; - The Council and Inspectorate revisit alternative, more appropriate sites
through a transparent, community-informed process.





Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 14:32:22 +0000
From: Ngaia FITZHARDINGE
To: PlanningPolicy, 
(Cllr)
Subject: Objection to propsed use of Site C27: Chalk Farm- Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation site

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is 
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

 Beware - This email originated outside Camden Council and may be 
malicious Please take extra care with any links, attachments, 
requests to take action or for you to verify your password etc.

SUBJECT: Draft Local Plan - Objection to Site Allocation C27 (Gypsy 
And Traveller Site)

FAO: Camden Council Planning Policy Team

Re: Camden Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft (Regulation 19, 
2025)

Dear Camden Planning,

I do not have an email account, so I am using my neighbour's to 
register my strong objection to your proposal for Site C27 for the 
Chalk Farm Gypsy and Traveller accommodation site.

Feel free to contact me on my landline to verify this objection, on 

I live at [redacted address], London [redacted postcode].

I am in my eighties, live alone, and walk past this site daily on 
my travels.
This proposal makes me feel vulnerable, walking past in the dark on 
my own with caravans in what was previously a calm, green space. 
These long-standing pockets of green space are essential to the 
well-being of the local community, of all ages.

Furthermore, I recognise that there is some ill-feeling towards 
Travellers from certain elements of society and feel that this site 
in no way provides them with a secure and permanent accommodation 
option. It is a small, very public site on a main road corner, open 
on two sides, leaving only one side out of view or inaccessible. It 
is situated directly on the main route to the tube station, with 
high foot traffic, and located on a busy road, which will be noisy 
for those living in caravans, which are not subject to the same 
building codes as built accommodation to minimise sound pollution. 
This site is not suitable for accommodation, which is why it wasn’t 
developed previously.

Finally, there was inadequate notification and community 
consultation regarding this proposal.
The Primrose Hill Library was unaware of it, and I only discovered 
it yesterday on a discreet notice taped to a pole near the bridge. 

Responder 301





Date: Wed, 25 Jun 2025 14:47:43 +0000
From: Suzy Littlejohn
To: PlanningPolicy
Subject: Camden Draft Local Plan 2025 response on behalf of Primrose House
NW3 Limited

Responder 302











Notes to accompany the Representation Form  
 
1. Introduction 
The Camden Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan is published in order for representations 
to be made prior to submission. The representations will be considered alongside the 
published Plan when it submitted for examination a Planning Inspector. Under the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) the purpose of the examination is 
to consider whether the Plan complies with the legal requirements, the duty to co-operate 
and is sound. 
 
2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-operate 
During the examination, the Inspector will first check that the Plan meets the legal 
requirements under s20(5)(a) and the duty to co-operate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 
moving on to test for soundness.  
You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The Plan in question should be included in the current Local Development Scheme (LDS) 
and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of 
work prepared by the council, setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it 
proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any Plans which 
the council proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the Plan is not in 
the current LDS it should not have been published for representations.  

• The process of community involvement for the Plan in question should be in general 
accordance with the council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). The SCI sets 
out the council’s strategy for involving the community in the preparation and revision of 
planning policy documents and the consideration of planning applications. 

• The Plan should comply with the Town and County Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the council must publish the 
documents prescribed in the Regulations, and make them available at its principal offices 
and on its website. The council must also notify the Local Plan bodies (as set out in the 
Regulations) and any persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The council is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it publishes a 
Plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability Appraisal has been 
carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the process and the outcomes of 
that process. Sustainability Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they 
reflect social, environmental, and economic factors 

You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the 
duty to co-operate:  

• Councils are expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with any 
requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate cannot be rectified 
after the submission of the Plan. Therefore the Inspector has no power to recommend 
modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied with, the Inspector 
has no choice but to recommend non-adoption of the Plan. 

 
3. Soundness 
Local Plans are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Paragraph 36 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the tests of soundness. The Inspector 
has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

• Positively prepared 
This means that the Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, 
seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with 



other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

• Justified 
The Plan should be an appropriate strategy, taking into account reasonable alternatives, and 
based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective 
The Plan should be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters.  

• Consistent with national policy 
The Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 
 
If you think the content of the Plan is not sound because it does not include a policy where it 
should do, you should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national 
planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included? 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the Plan on which you 
are seeking to make representations or in any other Plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the Plan unsound without the 
policy? 

• If the Plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 
 
4. General advice 
If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the Plan or part of the Plan 
you should make clear in what way the Plan or part of the Plan is not sound having regard to 
legal compliance, duty to cooperate and the four tests of soundness set out above. You 
should try to support your representation by evidence showing why the Plan should be 
modified. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the Plan should be 
modified. Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further 
submissions based on the original representation made at publication. After this stage, 
further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and 
issues they identify for examination. 
Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a Plan modified, 
it would be very helpful for that group to send a single representation which represents the 
view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in separate representations which 
repeat the same points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is 
representing and how the representation has been authorised. 
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Representation	in	Respect	of	the	Camden	Local	Plan	Submission	Draft	(2025)		 

Proposed	Modification	 

Delete	Site	Allocation	C27:	Land	adjacent	to	Constable	House,	Adelaide	Road	for	Gypsy	and	
Traveller	accommodation.		 

References	 

• Chapter	4:	Central	Camden	–	Table	5:	Further	site	allocations	in	Central	Camden	–	C27		
• Chapter	7:	Meeting	Housing	Needs	–	Policy	H11:	Accommodation	for	Travellers,	no.	2		
• Draft	 Policies	Map	 and	 Site	 Allocations	 Schedule	 –	 C27	 Land	 to	 the	 East	 of	 Constable	

House		
• Gypsy	and	Traveller	Site	Identification	and	Selection	Report	(November	2024)		
• Equality	Impact	Assessment		
• Camden’s	Duty	to	Cooperate	Statement	2025			

Grounds	for	Objection		

1.	Legal	Non-Compliance	 

The	allocation	of	Site	C27	is	not	legally	compliant	with	the	Local	Plan	preparation	requirements	
specifically:	 

a) Lack	of	Adequate	Consultation:	At	no	stage	before	the	publication	of	the	Submission	
Draft	 in	May	 2025	 was	 the	 identification	 and	 allocation	 of	 C27	 made	 clear	 to	 local	
residents.	This	deprived	residents	of	Constable	House,	Primrose	House,	and	neighbouring	
properties	 of	 a	 meaningful	 opportunity	 to	 be	 part	 of	 the	 consultation	 nor	 offer	 any	
comments.	Consultation	was	neither	fair	nor	transparent,	as	the	site	was	absent	from	the	
initial	list	of	18	assessed	in	the	Gypsy	&	Traveller	Site	Identification	Study	(November	
2024)	and	Topic	Paper	(April	2025).		
	

• Timeline	 and	Process	 Issues:	 In	 particular,	 the	 two	Gypsy	 and	Traveller	 sites	
were	only	identified	in	the	Submission	Draft	Local	Plan	published	in	May	2025.	
Policy	H11	in	the	Draft	Local	Plan	2024	merely	expressed	an	intention	to	identify	
such	 sites	 but	 did	 not	 specify	 any	 locations.	 The	 Gypsy	 &	 Travellers	 Site	
Identification	Study	(GTSIS),	a	consultant’s	report	published	in	November	2024,	
was	only	posted	on	 the	Council’s	website	on	24th	December	2024,	 leaving	 just	
over	a	month	for	public	feedback	(due	by	29th	January	2025).	Even	then,	the	GTSIS	
shortlist	of	18	potential	sites	did	not	identify	the	land	east	of	Constable	House	as	
a	 potential	 site.	 A	 further	 assessment	 of	 these	 shortlisted	 sites,	 published	 in	 a	
Topic	Paper	in	April	2025,	again	failed	to	specifically	identify	this	land.		

• Limited	Opportunity	for	Local	Input:	Due	to	this	timeline,	local	residents	were	
only	able	to	raise	concerns	about	the	allocation	of	the	land	east	of	Constable	House	
during	 the	 late	 consultation	period	on	 the	 Submission	Draft	 Local	 Plan	 in	May	
2025.		
	

b) Failure	 to	 Apply	 Site	 Selection	 Criteria	 Consistently:	 Paragraph	 2.23	 of	 the	 GTSIS	
clearly	states	that	amenity	land	associated	with	housing	estates	is	generally	considered	
unavailable	 and	 unsuitable	 for	 allocation	 because	 access	 to	 private	 open	 space	 for	
residents	of	Council	owned	property	is	constrained	by	the	dense	urban	nature	of	the	area.	
C27	 is	 precisely	 such	 land	 -	 a	 long-established	 amenity	 space	 for	 Constable	 House	
residents.	Yet	no	justification	has	been	given	for	why	this	constraint	was	disregarded.		
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c) Failure	to	Comply	with	Equality	Act	2010:	While	Camden	Council	has	undertaken	an	
Equality	Impact	Assessment	(EIA)	for	the	Draft	Local	Plan	2025,	there	doesn’t	appear	to	
be	any	publicly	available,	site-specific	EIA	that	considers	how	the	removal	of	local	open	
space	 at	 Site	 C27	 affects	 vulnerable	 residents,	 including	 young	 people,	 the	 elderly	 or	
disabled	 living	 in	 the	 adjacent	 housing.	 Instead,	 the	 EIA	 focuses	 narrowly	 on	 elder-
friendly	 building	 design	 and	 disabled	 parking,	 overlooking	 the	 broader	 impact	 of	
removing	open	space	on	the	wellbeing	of	nearby	elderly	and	disabled	residents,	despite	
acknowledging	 that	 open	 space	 is	 vital	 for	 health,	 social	 connection,	 and	 reducing	
isolation.	It	also	fails	to	assess	the	potential	impact	on	the	privacy	and	wellbeing	of	future	
Traveller	residents,	as	required	by	national	planning	guidance.			
	

2.	Unsoundness	of	the	Plan	 

The	allocation	of	C27	is	not	sound,	as	it	is	not	positively	prepared,	not	justified,	and	not	consistent	
with	national	policy.	In	particular:	 

a)	Inappropriate	Use	of	the	Site		
 

• Loss	 of	 Privacy:	The	 site	 is	 highly	 visible,	 located	 at	 the	 busy	 intersection	 of	
Adelaide	Road	and	Eton	College	Road,	 along	 a	heavily	 trafficked	 east-west	bus	
route.	This	position	compromises	the	privacy	not	only	for	future	site	occupants,	
but	also	for	existing	residents	in	Primrose	House,	Constable	House,	the	Etons	and	
Provost	Road	as	well	as	the	new	residential	block	construction	at	5-17	Haverstock	
Hill	(identified	as	C25	in	the	schedule	of	allocated	sites)	as	the	proposed	site	will	
be	overlooked	on	all	sides	by	buildings	which	are	between	four	and	six	floors	in	
height.				

• Loss	of	communal	open	space:	At	661	sqm,	the	site	lies	within	the	curtilage	of	
Constable	House	and	has	always	formed	part	of	its	communal	open	space	which	
should	be	protected	under	Chapter	11	of	 the	draft	 Local	Plan.	 In	 such	 a	dense	
urban	setting,	loss	of	green	space	is	significant	and	irreparable.		

• Loss	of	play	area:	The	site	has	historically	served	as	a	play	area,	marked	as	a	
playground	on	OS	maps,	and	is	used	by	local	children	for	informal	recreation	-	a	
use	that	is	consistent	with	Local	Plan	policies	(specifically	Chapters	10	and	13)	to	
protect	play	space	and	green	infrastructure.		

b)	Increased	Traffic	 

• Although	the	proposed	site	is	designated	as	car-free,	this	does	not	eliminate	the	
need	for	regular	vehicle	access	-	including	waste	collection,	emergency	services,	
deliveries,	and	maintenance.	The	site	lacks	independent	access	and	is	located	at	
an	already	congested	and	heavily	trafficked	junction	on	Adelaide	Road,	a	major	
east–west	 bus	 corridor.	 The	 introduction	 of	 a	 new	 residential	 use	 here	would	
place	additional	 strain	on	 local	 infrastructure,	 increase	disruption	 to	Constable	
House	and	neighbouring	blocks,	and	compromise	pedestrian	safety.	It	is	Camden’s	
obligation	to	provide	Gypsy	and	Traveller	sites	in	a	safe	and	sustainable	manner	–	
this	location	does	not	satisfy	that	requirement.		

c)	Flood	Risk		 

• The	 site	 is	 within	 a	 Surface	 Water	 Flood	 Risk	 Area	 along	 Adelaide	 Road,	
presenting	 real	 concerns	 around	 drainage,	 long-term	 resilience,	 and	
environmental	justice	for	its	future	occupants.		
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d) Failure	to	Apply	Selection	Constraints	Evenly		
 

• Camden’s	site	selection	principles	excluded	amenity	spaces	yet	C27	was	selected,	
even	though	it	clearly	functions	as	an	amenity	space	for	surrounding	residents	and	
has	no	independent	access.	This	contradicts	the	Council’s	stated	selection	criteria	
and	 appears	 to	have	been	done	without	public	disclosure	or	explanation	 at	
earlier	stages	of	the	plan.		

• At	the	same	time,	other	sites	that	may	have	been	more	suitable	were	excluded	
from	the	final	shortlist	without	transparency.		For	example:		

Site	2598	–	West	Kentish	Town	Estate,	NW5	4RG	(housing	blocks	and	parking	
area)	 

Site	2659	–	Land	off	Freight	Lane,	N1C	4BE	(an	operational	but	large	council-
owned	facility)	 

Several	other	sites	were	also	excluded	including	Frideswide	Place.			

These	 omissions,	 and	 the	 absence	 of	 a	 clear	 rationale,	 reflect	 an	 inconsistent	 and	 opaque	
approach	to	site	selection	across	the	borough.	

In	particular,	 the	decision	to	exclude	Frideswide	Place,	despite	 it	sharing	many	characteristics	
with	Site	C27	highlights	these	inconsistencies.	Both	sites	are	located	in	mixed-use	urban	areas.	
While	Frideswide	Place	has	a	somewhat	more	residential	setting,	 it	offers	greater	flexibility	in	
layout	and	a	clearer	separation	from	neighbouring	buildings.	By	contrast,	Site	C27	is	markedly	
smaller,	tightly	enclosed	by	high-density	flats,	bordered	by	major	roads,	and	lacks	any	meaningful	
buffer	zone.	These	constraints	make	C27	significantly	less	suitable	in	terms	of	space,	privacy,	and	
the	wellbeing	of	future	residents.	

It	 is	 worth	 noting	 that	 despite	 Frideswide	 Place	 receiving	 some	 support	 from	 Traveller	
community	representatives,	Camden	Council	ultimately	withdrew	it	from	consideration.	

Crucially,	 both	 sites	 were	 subject	 to	 consultation	 processes	 criticised	 for	 their	 lack	 of	
transparency	and	meaningful	engagement	leading	to	strong	local	opposition.	Both	were	added	
late	in	the	process,	giving	the	public	limited	time	to	respond.	These	are	clear	indicators	of	a	rushed	
and	flawed	process,	which	has	eroded	public	trust	in	the	Council’s	planning	decisions.	

The	 continued	 allocation	 of	 Site	 C27,	 despite	 the	 withdrawal	 of	 other,	 potentially	 more	
appropriate	 sites,	 raises	 serious	 concerns	 about	 the	 fairness,	 legality,	 and	 objectivity	 of	 the	
selection	process.	 It	 suggests	 that	 decisions	 are	 not	 being	made	on	 the	 basis	 of	 consistent	 or	
equitable	criteria.	

3.	Failure	of	the	Duty	to	Co-operate		

Camden’s	2025	Duty	to	Cooperate	Statement	notes	engagement	with	six	neighbouring	boroughs	
but	 provides	 no	 clear	 evidence	 of	 collaboration	 specifically	 on	 Gypsy	 and	 Traveller	
accommodation.	Only	Camden	identifies	a	need,	based	on	a	2014	assessment,	yet	there	appears	
to	be	no	shared	strategy	to	demonstrate	meaningful	collaboration	across	the	boroughs.	The	Duty	
to	Cooperate	 (Section	33A,	Planning	and	Compulsory	Purchase	Act	2004)	 requires	more	 than	
discussion;	 it	needs	active,	ongoing	cooperation.	 In	 this	case,	 the	 lack	of	coordinated	planning	
raises	concerns	about	whether	that	duty	has	been	genuinely	fulfilled.	 
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Conclusion	 

For	the	reasons	stated,	we	request	that	Site	Allocation	C27	(Land	adjacent	to	Constable	House,	
Adelaide	Road)	be	deleted	 from	the	Camden	Draft	Local	Plan.	A	more	transparent,	consistent,	
and	community-responsive	approach	to	Traveller	accommodation	should	be	pursued.		 

 






