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Parkhill, Lawn and Fleet – Safe and Healthy Streets Consultation.
The Belsize Society objections

The Belsize Society objects to this poorly thought out and disproportionate scheme involving 5 changes to traffic flows which will cumulatively cause considerable harms for local residents and disrupt established, stable routes around the local area.

It would appear to worsen the situation it seeks to improve. 

It also seems to show a piecemeal approach without reference to the other local Safe, Healthy Street schemes such as South End Green streatery and bus stand changes. A strategic approach to the whole area seems to have been missed. Without such, one scheme should be implemented and properly assessed for its effects before rushing into another proposal or there will be unintended consequences which will need complex and expensive, downstream mitigation. 

Local residents are not confident their voices are reflected in any decisions on traffic changes, nor at the breadth of publicity. We are concerned that many ‘temporary’ (and expensive) traffic changes tend to become de facto irrespective of the results. Based on considerable local experience, these appear to many residents as ‘faits accomplis’. 

Whilst The Belsize Society supports the general principles of Safe and Healthy Streets it must be done in an evidence-based and sensitive manner which gains the support of the majority of local residents. This scheme appears to be the opposite of this and is causing considerable local opposition. 

There is also ambiguity on the website: (https://consultations.wearecamden.org/supporting-communities/fleet/). Where the statement “The proposed trial measures (proposal 2), if approved, would be implemented as a trial under an ETO for a maximum of 18 months” appears contradicted in the same paragraph by “The proposals for permanent Safe and Healthy Streets measures (proposals 1, 2, 4, 5) would not form part of the trial and would be installed, if approved, following the statutory consultation as required.”

Also the https://safetravelcamden.commonplace.is website which contains details of all the other proposals and consultations does not contain any details of this scheme, which limits public access to the proposals. Why are there separate non-cross-referencing portals?

Proposal 1 No comment 




Proposal 2 Objection 

1) Lack of evidence One way exit Parkhill Rd to Fleet Rd and one-way entry Fleet Rd to Lawn Road appears unjustified by any evidence of accidents or other existing problems experienced by any pedestrians or other road users or local residents.  A vague assertion that it is difficult for people to cross using a central traffic island needs evidence – surely the traffic island makes it easier? An existing evidence base should be published for consideration prior to any changes being mooted. Evidence of problems should inform proposed mitigations. Here it appears a solution is being proposed to no recognised problems.

2) Disproportionate changes. There are far simpler solutions that could be implemented to achieve the stated aims, such as improved junction treatments, controlled crossings and other traffic calming measures. Such improvements would gain local support rather than the current widespread opposition.

3) Increased traffic in Fleet Rd would be created, counteracting the aims of the proposals.  A major route along the south of Hampstead Heath from Kentish Town / Gospel Oak to Hampstead and beyond would be adversely affected without any apparent strategic assessment. 
A currently significant route would be closed – Mansfield Rd to Haverstock Hill via Parkhill Rd – a wide road capable of handling current traffic flows. Instead, this traffic will have to continue up Fleet Rd, before turning into Lawn Rd., increasing traffic past the school rather than decreasing it as this scheme seeks to achieve. 
Traffic seeking exit from Lawn Rd to Fleet Rd. would have to route via Parkhill Rd to enter Fleet Rd. and further increase the traffic past the school on Fleet Rd, directly adding to a problem this scheme purports to improve. 
The increase in traffic past Fleet Junior School would increase pollution and hazard for children, worsening the current situation.
This increased traffic in Fleet Rd would also cause congestion and delays to ambulances accessing The Royal Free and the Cressy Rd. ambulance station and would also place greater strain on South End Green junction and the changes due there including the bus terminus and Fleet Rd. bus stand. The lack of a strategic view is alarming.

4) Increased traffic in narrow residential streets Traffic forced into several  currently quiet residential roads, causing additional traffic movements and congestion in Tasker Rd, Garnett Road, Lawn Rd, Upper Park Rd and Downside Crescent. Increased turns will cause increased danger to cyclists and pedestrians with multiple vehicle turns and potential conflicts  despite proposed junction treatments. Also, it will cause additional traffic miles, stop-start with more fuel use, additional noise and pollution for local residents. 
This directly conflicts with Camden’s own policies to keep traffic out of residential areas. 
Similarly, the route from Lawn Road to South End Green or Mansfield Road via Cressy Road would, under the proposal, be required to travel through Garnett Road, Upper Park Road and Fleet Road, adding further volumes to the residential network as above.

5) Disproportionate loss of parking spaces. Though this comes in proposal 4 the loss of 15 parking spaces would be compounded by the additional traffic through the narrow residential streets adding to difficulties trying to find vacant spaces on one-way flows, causing, in turn, more vehicle movements with the problems outlined above. 

Proposal 3 Objection 

The proposed introduction of new sinusoidal speed humps illustrates the need to deal with the new problem that will be caused with increased traffic flows along Lawn Road, Upper Park Rd, Downside Cresc., Tasker Rd and Garnett Rd.  it is a problem that currently does not exist. 
Though better than other patterns of humps, they do cause additional noise  with vehicles ‘diving’ over them and pollution with traffic accelerating and braking. They would also disrupt jolt-free ambulance journeys to the Royal Free (this is a significant route, avoiding congestion on Haverstock Hill).

Proposals 4 Objection

Loss of 15 parking spaces would place additional strain on local residents and 
does not account for considerable other reductions in local residents’ parking caused by neighbouring Safe, Healthy Street programmes (again, an apparent lack of wider strategy) 

Proposal 5 No comment 


Alan Selwyn,
Chair The Belsize Society
planning@belsize.org.uk
020 3633 8014
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