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The main transport priorities in the area are the reduction of peak-hour congestion on
Adelaide Road, Primrose Hill Road, and Swiss Cottage Gyratory: the three busiest roads
locally.
However, this proposal would increase congestion on them when they are already often
gridlocked, and would thereby increase pollution. In particular, the proposal would force
traffic on a very long route around Swiss Cottage Gyratory, as it removes the only other way
to turn eastbound. It would create a permanent smog cloud over Swiss Cottage and
Primrose Hill.
Far from benefiting St Paul’s School, it would harm it and other schools. The council seems
to have misunderstood where the school’s entrance to pupils is – it’s on Primrose Hill Road,
not Elsworthy Road. Shifting traffic from Elsworthy Road to by the school entrance on
Primrose Hill Road would increase pollution and road danger for children. Furthermore,
there are two schools at Swiss Cottage – collectively with eight times as many pupils – that
the proposal would re-route traffic past.
This proposal therefore has the opposite impact of that proposed. I note, however, that
residents generally are more concerned by vehicle speeds on Elsworthy Road than by
vehicle volumes. The council should therefore look to introduce more proactive monitoring
of speeds, and look to create width restrictions that force lorries – but not general and local
traffic – to use other through roads.
It would lead to more congestion on the roads that are most congested already
The objective of reducing traffic on Elsworthy Road and King Henry’s Road is not as
important as reducing the perennial congestion on Adelaide Road, which the proposal
would exacerbate.
The proposal states that there are up to 8,000 traffic movements a day on the two roads
combined in two directions. Camden has not published the traffic counts for Adelaide Road,
but based on nearby parallel roads (e.g. Prince Albert Road, which DfT statistics show is
used by 22,000 vehicles a day) the figures are likely approximately 15,000 to 20,000 traffic
movements a day, or twice as many as Elsworthy Road and King Henry’s Road combined.
Detailed traffic data shows that King Henry’s Road and Elsworthy Road are never used by
more than one vehicle every fifteen seconds even at the peak direction at peak times on
peak days. There are never traffic jams on either road. By comparison, there are traffic
jams in every rush hour on Adelaide Road, which is used by far more than its free flow
capacity.
The addition of more traffic when past saturation point has an exponential impact on
pollution, as not only are extra vehicles travelling through, but they idle and contribute to

holding up other traffic. It is also likely that it will cause rat-running into Belsize Park, to the
north of Adelaide Road: an area that I note has not been consulted. The proposal would
therefore lead to considerably more pollution, including on quiet roads to the north.
Increase in bus journey times and reduction in punctuality
Unlike King Henry’s Road and Elsworthy Road, which are not served by any buses, Adelaide
Road is the route of the 31, C11, N28, and N31 buses. An increase in traffic on Adelaide
Road would increase travel times and reduce punctuality for those buses.
Camden has put great weight on this harm before, including taking a number of measures
recently to aim to improve bus punctuality by introducing 24/7 bus lanes. With regards to
Adelaide Road specifically, in 2016, Camden told TfL in response to its consultation on Cycle
Superhighway 11 that delays to the C11 bus would be unacceptable.1 However, the council
is now proposing those exact same delays without any explanation of the inconsistency.
This is important, as delaying buses would have a disproportionate impact on low-income
and disadvantaged residents, and hinder the shift away from car usage to public transport,
especially as it will be safe to use public transport at normal capacity within a few months.
Furthermore, this demonstrates that it is harder for Elsworthy Road and King Henry’s Road
residents to move away from cars and onto public transport, as their roads aren’t served by
public transport. Therefore, the likely benefit will be lower and harm higher than the
proposal anticipates.
Disproportionate harm to disadvantaged residents
The proposal is deliberately intended to redistribute traffic from Elsworthy Road and King
Henry’s Road on to Adelaide Road. While the former roads are very wealthy, low density
roads, Adelaide Road is a less wealthy, high-density road where residents have a
disproportionate number of disadvantaged groups by virtue of protected characteristics.
Comparing the Census data from the three Output Areas wholly within the area of the
scheme – from which traffic is being displaced – with the three immediately and wholly to
the north of the area of the scheme – to which traffic is being displaced – is instructive.
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As can be seen, people that live on the roads that traffic is being displaced onto are more
likely to be disabled and more than twice as likely to be in bad health as those that live on
roads that traffic is being displaced from. They are more than twice as likely to be from an
ethnic minority, more than twice as likely to have never worked or be long-term
unemployed, and 24 times as likely to be social housing tenants.
As noted above, the proposal would furthermore cause significant delays to buses, which
are also disproportionately used by lower-income, older, disabled, and BAME residents.
It is difficult to avoid the impression that this scheme is actually intended to ‘dump’ traffic
from quiet, wealthy roads onto already-busy roads inhabited by lower-income, disabled,
and ethnic minority households.
I note that the residents of the Chalcots Estate have not been consulted about this scheme,
despite it deliberately redirecting traffic onto Adelaide Road: further demonstrating the lack
of interest shown in the impact on some of the most vulnerable and disadvantaged local
residents.
The proposal would add considerable traffic to Swiss Cottage Gyratory
The corollary of the desire to route traffic via Adelaide Road is that it would also push traffic
onto Swiss Cottage Gyratory. It is not possible to turn right from Avenue Road on to
Adelaide Road at Swiss Cottage. Therefore, the only way to turn eastbound in the absence
of a turn from Avenue Road onto Elsworthy Road – which is proposed to be banned – is for
traffic to travel all the way around the gyratory. This adds an extra 900 metres of travel
distance: about 150% as long as the entire length of Elsworthy Road itself!
To reduce the total distance driven in the area, the proposal would have to reduce the
vehicular traffic travelling eastbound by at least two thirds and cause absolutely no
displacement to, for example, travelling via Regent’s Park and Camden Town or via Primrose
Hill. This is several times the modal shift seen in successful schemes and it is not credible
that it could be achieved here. It would therefore increase total distance driven locally.
Moreover, Swiss Cottage Gyratory is an already-congested junction. The additional traffic
would not be free-flowing, but stop-start. This means the environmental impact would be
greater, as the time that the relevant cars spend in the area would increase by more than
150% due to gridlock.
School access is via Primrose Hill Road, not Elsworthy Road
Since the scheme was originally proposed, its name has been amended to make it appear as
though it directs traffic away from the school. However, this is based on a severe
misunderstanding of the school and its environment. The school’s postal address and
reception for adult visitors is on Elsworthy Road, but the main entrance for pupils is via the
playground on Primrose Hill Road. This is the only entrance that pupils are permitted to
enter during the hours that the time restrictions apply under the school’s own Security

Policy.2 Practically, it is the only entrance that can be used and the playground on Primrose
Hill Road is furthermore used by children throughout the day.
The explicit purpose of the scheme is to displace traffic from Elsworthy Road onto Primrose
Hill Road. It will therefore increase the traffic travelling past the entrance used by children.
This will make it less safe and more polluted for schoolchildren. As any scheme that
displaces traffic on to Primrose Hill Road would have the same effect, it is likely that any
scheme that cuts Elsworthy Road or King Henry’s Road in half would harm schoolchildren.
St Paul’s is a very local and therefore already almost car-free school
St Paul’s School is a very local school. The location of residence of its pupils can be seen in
the Appendix. In numerical terms, the most recent data shows that of the 157 pupils for
whom home locations were documented, 62% live in the three Lower Super Output Areas
(the most local areas for which data is available) immediately around the school. This is the
sixth highest of any primary school in Camden and by far the highest of any school nearby.
Because of this small catchment area, very few pupils are driven to school, and there is
therefore very little school run traffic to mitigate. The consequence is that the proposal is
tackling a problem that affects many schools in Camden, but not St Paul’s.
That 62% is also more than twice the level (27%) in nearby Primrose Hill School, which is
also the location of an existing scheme under the same programme. The singling out of
those two very different schools for inclusion in the same programme with the same
solutions is incomprehensible. As schools with a large catchment area, such as Primrose Hill
School, would have more people driving their children to school, an HSS makes more sense.
However, a school with a small catchment area, like St Paul’s, does not have many people
driving their children to school, and it therefore makes no sense to adopt wide-ranging
measures to try to stop them doing so.
The proposal would route traffic around two other schools, including a special school
By forcing traffic travelling eastbound from Avenue Road onto the Swiss Cottage Gyratory,
the proposal would route vehicles past two other schools: UCL Academy and the Swiss
Cottage Special School. In total, these schools have eight times as many pupils as St Paul’s.
As a result, even if it did benefit St Paul’s – which it doesn’t – it would do more harm than
good.
The pupils at Swiss Cottage School would be particularly sensitive, as it is a special school
catering for those with special educational needs and disabilities. Despite this, the air
around that far greater number of sensitive pupils is being sacrificed for little appreciable
gain. Clearly, under the Equality Act, deliberately routing traffic around the entrance to a
special school would require significant countervailing public benefits that are simply not
evident.
The proposal would significantly harm St Mary’s Church
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St Paul’s Primary School (November 2020): “Security Policy”

Like St Paul’s School, the entrance to St Mary’s Church is on Primrose Hill Road itself
(between King Henry’s Road and Elsworthy Road). There is an unusually small area in front
of the church, with no space to congregate. Due to the propensity for over-crowding, the
church’s entrance area is protected from vehicles by pedestrian guardrails: demonstrating
the sensitivity of the site.
However, extra traffic in that area will both increase the risk at this crucial point and also
increase the air pollution experienced by parishioners and other users of the church’s
facilities. By pushing more traffic on to Primrose Hill Road, this proposal will push more
traffic past the church entrance, and therefore harm more people.
Alternative proposals
Vehicle speed is a far greater concern to residents than vehicle volumes (the main issues of
traffic volumes relate to Adelaide Road, which the proposal would deliberately increase
further). This is a general problem in Camden, where the borough-wide blanket 20mph
zone means there are no or few warnings inside the borough that it is a 20mph zone, and
almost no enforcement. As a consequence, Camden’s transport system is a combination of
gridlock and speeding: famine and feast, with tragic results for air quality and road safety.
However, proactive measures will make a difference to this. Traffic count data shows that
whereas 2.4% of vehicles Elsworthy Road exceed 30mph, this is just 1.4% on King Henry’s
Road. The only difference is that King Henry’s Road has more traffic calming measures.
Although it would clearly be impossible to install a mini-roundabout on Elsworthy Road as
on King Henry’s Road, it is perfectly feasible to introduce other mechanisms. The following
therefore provides a complete alternative:
•

•
•

Install a width restriction on Elsworthy Road and King Henry’s Road to stop ratrunning of lorries and other large vehicles and to slow other vehicles by providing a
tangible and clear transition from the main road onto the residential roads. These
should be located at the junctions between both King Henry’s Road and Elsworthy
Road with Primrose Hill Road to the east, and the junction between Elsworthy Road
and Avenue Road and just to the east of the entrance to the Marriott car park to the
west.
Install a zebra crossing between Lower Merton Rise and Elsworthy Terrace to
provide a direct route to Primrose Hill that would make it more visible and traffic
calming than the current – raised but unmarked – crossing.
Instead of ANPR cameras, install average speed cameras to reduce the average
speed on the road. These should be activated, unlike many other cameras, e.g. on
Mansfield Road.

In addition, Camden should install more electric vehicle charge points on King Henry’s Road.
Unlike Elsworthy Road, King Henry’s Road has almost no properties with garages or
driveways, yet Camden has not installed any public vehicle chargers in the relevant part of
King Henry’s Road (i.e. west of Primrose Hill Road).

Consultation
Camden is only consulting on this scheme because it has been required to do so under
threat of legal action. It is deeply concerning that Camden has taken its legal duties so
lightly by not consulting sufficiently even here, as the consultation clearly does not adhere
to the Gunning principles.
It is clearly legally required for Camden to consult those that Camden reasonably expects or
ought to expect could be adversely affected by a proposal. This will include people that live
on roads that will be subject to more traffic because traffic is displaced from the ‘low traffic
neighbourhood’ into their neighbourhood.
As noted above, the purpose of the scheme is to require all traffic to access the roads in the
LTN via Adelaide Road and Primrose Hill Road (and therefore indirectly Swiss Cottage
Gyratory). Those roads are therefore the bare minimum of those that must be consulted.
However, residents of those roads that traffic is intended to be displaced to have not been
informed of the scheme via the same physical delivery as those on the roads that traffic is
intended to be displaced from. This is procedurally unfair and unlawful.
As a result, the consultation must be paused, and residents on the roads that traffic is being
redirected onto – including all roads as far north as Fellows Road and as far east as Ainger
Road – must be consulted, as they will be severely adversely affected.

Appendix – Heat map of St Paul’s School pupils’ home addresses
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