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Murphy’s Yard Stage 2 Report 

This document details the activities undertaken in the second stage of the public consultation process for the 

redevelopment of the Murphy’s Yard site, from October to December 2019.

These included the following:

• Individual letters addressed to local politicians and stakeholder groups

• Leaflet sent to 6773 addresses in October inviting residents to attend the workshops in early November

• The workshops were held at the Greenwood Centre on the following times and days: (Monday 4th

Novem-ber, 2pm-4pm, 6pm – 8pm  and  Wednesday 6th November 2pm – 4pm /6pm – 8pm)

• A total of 76 people attended the workshops across the two days

• A facebook and Email campaign to promote exibitions in Late November

• Two exhibition sessions were held, on the following dates: Friday 29th November 1pm – 4pm 22
attendees

– Greenwood Centre, 37 Greenwood Place, NW5 1LB Saturday 30th November 10am – 1pm 39

attendees –Gospel Oak Primary School, Mansfield Road, NW3 2JB where 61 people attended

• A youth workshop held with the Kentish Town youth club on the 17th December

• Supply and management of a dedicated email inbox for project enquiries, as well as a website providing

updates on the consultation.

MURPHY’S YARD 
STAGE 2 
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MURPHY’S YARD 
WORKSHOP SUMMARY

6,773 local addresses received an invitation to workshops on the potential development of Murphy’s Yard. 

These took place at the Greenwood Centre, 37 Greenwood Place, NW5 1LB, on:

Monday 4th November 2pm-4pm (14 attendees) | Monday 4th November 6pm–8pm (23 attendees) 

Wednesday 6th November 2pm–4pm (14 attendees) | Wednesday 6th November 6pm–8pm (25 attendees) 

76 members of the local community attended the workshops over these four sessions, which was staffed by 

members of the Murphy’s Yard Consultation Team, J. Murphy & Sons, DP9 – planning consultants, and 

Studio Egret West - architects.

Format

Attendees were given a 40-minute presentation 

by architects Studio Egret West regarding the 

site’s policy aspirations, its physical constraints, 

and the rationale behind the scheme’s early 

plans. This included sketches of the current 

height and massing proposals, the mix of uses in 

the development and green space/public realm 

provision. A Q&A followed the presentation, 

usually lasting around 10 minutes. 

This was the fi rst time a land-use diagram as 

well as a height and massing study had been 

displayed to the community. You can view the 

presentation here.

Attendees were then split into groups of four to 

seven around a table, accompanied by one or 

two members of the project team. A discussion 

was held amongst each table on what 

participants did and didn’t like about the existing 

site and local area, how these constraints and 

opportunities impact the proposals, what they 

did or didn’t like about the various policy and 

political aspirations, and what they believed is 

appropriate for the future of the site 

On each table, a series of site maps were 

provided along with comparison images of 

public realm and commercial spaces to help 

attendees imagine the future of Murphy’s Yard 

and articulate their preferences.

Following circa one hour’s discussion, a member of 

the public from each table was elected to feedback to 

the wider group. Feedback was collected via notes 

taken by project team members as well notes made to 

the site plans. Below is a summary of the feedback 

given and discussions had:

Workshop Invitation 

MURPHY’S 
YARD

INVITATION
MURPHY’S YARD WORKSHOP

You are invited to a workshop on shaping the future 
plans of MURPHY’S YARD.

WHERE? 

Greenwood Centre, 37 Greenwood Place, NW5 1LB (This 
venue is wheelchair accessible)

WHEN? 

Monday 4th November, 2pm-4pm

Monday 4th November 6pm – 8pm

Wednesday 6th November 2pm – 4pm    Wednesday 

6th November 6pm – 8pm
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The workshops will include a series of group exercises aimed at shaping 
several of the core themes established from the first public exhibition. 

Each session will run the same exercise to ensure that all the attendees are 
able to tackle all themes effectively, therefore you only need to attend one 

workshop. We will break each session down into manageable group 
discussions and activities before presenting everyone’s analysis to the wider 

group.

We’re keen to ensure that every session is well-sized, so please let 
us know the slot you and your group would like to attend. 

Please note that you need to sign up to the event in order to attend. 
You can sign up for a workshop by following details at: 

http://tiny.cc/murphysyard

These workshops will directly feed into the next public consultation events 
scheduled for later this year.

If in the meantime you have any feedback, questions, 
or ideas, then please get in touch at:

contact@murphysyardconsultation.co.uk 0203 880 6941

www.murphysyardconsultation.co.uk
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There is clearly an array of strongly held positions 

regarding acceptable height for any potential 

buildings in the local area. Suggestions of heights 

that should be pursued ranged from bungalows to 

25+ storeys with a consensus rarely found of what 

constitutes a “tall” building.

Nonetheless, several aims for development were 

agreed amongst the groups regarding height: 

It was widely accepted that it is necessary for the 

scheme to commit to tall buildings in order to meet 

the housing and industrial aspirations and policy 

targets whilst providing plentiful green and open 

space. Some opined that this was unnecessary 

and that the buildings should not be so tall, with 

a trade-off of public space a fair compromise, 

whereas others believed that the buildings could 

be taller to accommodate additional homes. 

It was widely accepted that key views should be 

respected between Kentish Town, Parliament Hill 

and Hampstead Heath. Attendees interpreted 

this position differently, with some stating that 

any compromise of a viewing corridor was 

unacceptable, and others believing that the 

development should ‘enhance’ the existing views 

by contributing to it. 

Of the scheme shown - 18-storeys at its tallest point 

– attendees were pleased that different versions of 

the scheme had been tested, and that the 

placemaking principles behind the scheme had 

been shown. Generally, attendees agreed that the 

location of the tall buildings – at the southern 

intersection of the site to respect the viewing 

corridor – as well as the principle of spreading the 

massing around the development was acceptable 

and welcome. 

Moving forward, the project team would like to test 

further the heights shown at the workshops ahead 

of seeking further feedback at the future exhibitions 

and will further investigate ways of ensuring the 

tallest elements contribute positively to the 

townscape.

HEIGHT & VIEWS

Existing Proposed

• Low-rise

• Views of Kentish Town to Parliament Hill

• Townscape

• Level change views

• Improve view

• Maximise site potential

• Lacking potential

• Bacton Towner

• Conservation

• Daylight/ sunlight

• Townscape

• Overdevelopment
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GREEN & OPEN SPACE 
THE HEATH LINE

The Heath Line is unequivocally supported by the 

local community and the project team. Two topics 

were thoroughly discussed at the workshops: its 

route, and its landscaping. 

A debate was held over whether the route should 

meander through the site to promote distinct 

areas, or continue as a straight line for efficiency 

of time. The designs on display exhibited a 

series of distinct wide and open areas along 

the Heath Line, intersected by narrower green 

walkways. Accessibility was raised as a concern 

by some attendees, who sought for the entirety 

of the Heath Line to be walkable and wheelchair 

accessible. 

The variety between ‘open’ and ‘closed’ green 

spaces was welcomed by some attendees, who 

were keen for a diversity of landscaping between 

different portions of the Heath Line. This included 

provision of play space for different ages, 

gathering space including seating areas that 

respect the existing ecology and heritage of the 

site.  

Discussions regarding different typologies and 

character of the green and open space were 

aided by images of precedents from across London 

and beyond. The subjectivity in response 

showcased attendees’ diversity of opinion 

regarding what open and green spaces should 

look like. Some preferred sculptured areas to 

grassy fields and vice versa. This gave way to the 

presiding consensus that there should be a 

diversity of spaces on offer.

A common theme that ran through the discussion 

was the upkeep of the Heath Line, ensuring that it 

remains clean and green, whilst concerns were 

made over the crime and safety implications 

of wide-open space.  The heath line should 

be well lit and open. There were a number of 

conversations about the separation of pedestrians 

and cyclists. The project team will look further into 

the maintenance and safety for residents of such 

proposals ahead of future exhibitions. 

There were discussions around the network rail 

land bordering the site to the west and south, and 

whether this could be included within the scheme 

to improve the quality and quantity of green space. 

Existing Proposed

• Ecology

• Nature reserve border

• Treeline

• Walkability

• Gathering & play space

• Destination space

• Link to Hamstead Heath & Kentish Town

• Diversity of space

• Air quality

• Mostly concrete

• No acess

• Crime

• Maintenance

• Safety
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As was shown in the first exhibition, ‘sustainability’ 

is resoundingly popular, but means different things 

to different people. The project team and local 

community are certainly behind a sustainable 

scheme, but discussed potential ideas for how this 

can be imagined. 

In particular, the architecture – its efficiency, 

materials, and façade – were seen as ways of 

making the scheme more appealing. A “green 

wall” was seen as a way of enhancing the skyline 

in taller buildings. ‘Innovation’ was also seen as 

key, by way of exploring air-source or ground-

source heat pumps, solar panels, communal 

farming or growing, and communal energy 

networks. Attendees spoke about the need to 

include combined heat and power networks, that 

could connect to the wider area in the future, this 

could utilise the excess energy from the industrial, 

train network and river fleet. 

Multiple attendees cited the Kentish Town City 

Farm as a blueprint for encouraging communal 

growing and animal-friendly settings. The farm 

was considered by some to be negatively 

impacted by the designs regarding future daylight/

sunlight provision; a matter that the project team 

will look further into. 

In tandem with the Heath Line, the project team 

were keen to preserve biodiversity and ecology off 

the existing site, ahead of presenting further and 

more detailed sustainable means at the next 

exhibition. The principle of car-free development 

was generally accepted, as residents were 

regularly displeased with existing parking 

provisions in the local area. 

SUSTAINABILITY

Existing Proposed

• Biodiversity

• Ecology

• Efficient design

• Innvation

• Heart pumps, solar pannels

• Car-free

• Concrete

• Noise

• Air pollution

• Detail

• Pollution

• Light
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The impact of demolition, construction and the 

designs upon local residents were regularly cited 

as a cause for concern amongst the community 

and issues that needed to be worked through. 

The topics most widely raised were daylight/

sunlight provision for neighbouring residential 

properties to the north, east and south-west 

and the potential impact of introducing height 

to the area. The issue of wind was also raised 

as a potential negative effect of tall buildings, in 

particular how this would impact the Heath Line. 

Other attendees sought to raise issues of air and 

noise pollution from construction and any future 

commercial offer on-site. Though many thought 

that existing provisions were not satisfactory for 

this anyway. 

Many attendees cited air pollution in Camden 

and London more widely as a concern, and 

didn’t consider the existing site to be positively 

contributing to this. It is widely hoped that any 

scheme, by means of sustainability and design, 

would be able to improve air quality. 

These concerns were well respected by the 

project team, who reassure attendees that any 

planning application will be accompanied by a 

Construction Management Plan, that impacts of 

noise, wind and daylight/sunlight will be mitigated, 

and that further information would be available at 

future exhibitions. 

AMENITY

Existing Proposed

• Minimal daylight impacts

• Air quality

• Construction Management Plan

• Car- Free

• Noise

• Idling and busy vehicular traffic

• Air pollution

• Daylight / sunlight?

• Noise?

• Wind?
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Future access routes into and through the site – 

how it interacts with the existing community – was 

top of many attendees’ agenda.

In particular, new access routes were coveted 

by residents, often cited are the south-east 

connection to Kentish Town station from the site, 

a new walkway to Gospel Oak station in the 

north-west of the site, and improved routes toward 

Kentish Town City Farm in the south of the site. 

It was discussed with attendees that these 

aspirations are part of wider goals set by Camden 

Council and the neighbourhood forums, but 

that the project team would be keen to help aid 

their realisation in order to better permeability 

throughout the site. Attendees were excited at the 

prospect of improved permeability throughout the 

area, often citing issues with walkability, journey 

times, and station access.

Where the project team could, it would make 

the scheme walkable and accessible for otherly 

abled persons at both open space and in future 

buildings. Cycling was roundly encouraged 

by attendees, who were keen to understand 

if the cycle lanes would be segregated from 

pedestrians. 

Other concerns for attendees were raised 

regarding existing and future vehicular movements, 

particularly along pinch points in Sanderson Close, 

Greenwood Place and Gordon House Road. 

Residents would prefer that all vehicular access 

and associated noise is restricted in any future 

designs and during construction. 

With transport, in particular, residents were curious 

as to whether vehicular traffic would be increased 

at neighbouring roads due to the influx of residents 

and employment space measured against the 

departure of Murphy’s heavy operations. 

The impact of deliveries and waste collection 

for both residents and businesses in the future build 

was discussed with the project team as a cause for 

concern. Generally, it was agreed that the scheme 

will utilise sustainable transport and seek to 

mitigate impacts on local roads. As such, detailed 

testing would be undertaken before being 

showcased at future exhibitions.

PERMEABILITY

Existing Proposed

• Minimal population

• New access routes south-east, south and

north-east

• Tme saving

• Walkability and cycling provision

• Air quality & opening

• Car-free

• Improved infrastructure

• Segregated

• Ailing infrastructure

• Cycling & pedestrian safety

• Vehicular pinch points idling, noisy and

polluting

• Out of site boundary control

• Construction traffic

• Cycle lanes
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Attendees were interested to know the extent and 

definition of affordable housing in the scheme, 

given scepticism regarding interpretations of what 

‘affordable’ genuinely means.

The project team’s target of 750 homes and 35% 

affordable housing split into 60% socially rented 

and 40% intermediate rent, was welcomed. 

Attendees reinforced the view that the affordable 

homes should be made available to Camden 

residents first, to which the project team were 

able to reassure the social rented homes would 

first and foremost prioritise those on Camden’s 

social housing waiting list. Attendees were keen to 

maximise the amount of homes at social rents. 

Generally, this explanation was warmly received, 

with residents aware of the different policy 

constraints and objectives affecting the housing 

provision. 

As is the case for those that live locally now, the 

community were concerned at the ‘liveability’ for 

future residents in terms of the site’s permeability, 

daylight/sunlight, and in particular the noise 

from the neighbouring railway line. Participants 

seemed satisfied that the scheme was being 

designed as a modern and efficient reimagining 

of well-regarded housing typologies, with some 

residents looking to replicate the work of Camden 

Council in the 1960s. 

Multiple residents also raised concerns regarding 

the impact that 750 new homes would have on 

infrastructure, in particular the existing provision of 

school spaces and GPs offices. The project team 

agreed that this impact would be assessed, and 

future provisions discussed with Camden Council. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Existing Proposed

• 35% affordable housing at 60% social and

40% intermediate

• 750 tenure blind homes

• New neighbourhood & community

• Camden 1960s inspiration

• Modern, efficient, green homes

• No housing

• Stretched infrastructure

• Railway line noise

• Infrastructure further stretched
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ENTERTAINMENT 
(A CLASS)

Residents had various suggestions and aspirations 

for a future entertainment offer in Murphy’s Yard in 

terms of food & beverage, retail and culture. What 

linked all the suggestions together, was that there 

should be a diversity of uses, and that this should 

not compete or negatively impact the existing 

Kentish Town and Highgate Road businesses.

Attendees were pleased to see that there was 

a provision for flexible commercial space in 

the new development, and their ideas for what 

could fill this space ranged from community use, 

supermarkets, cultural, entertainment and retail: 

Examples of suggestions included a market, 

cinema, licensed premises, sports facilities, art 

exhibitions artisanal food and beverage, and 

theatre space. 

Attendees were motivated by creating a vibrant 

offer that would complement the existing Kentish 

Town community, the future Heath Line, as well 

as the new homes and offices in the Murphy’s 

Yard development – creating a ‘destination’. 

Nonetheless, any commercial offer in Murphy’s 

Yard should not come at the detriment to existing 

residents in terms of noise or safety. 

Generally, attendees were excited at the prospect 

of meanwhile use throughout the phased 

construction period, and engaged in ideas for what 

should be provided. A notable number 

of residents lamented the lack of community 

space, in particular a provision for elderly people, 

the perceived decline of local drinking 

establishments, and a rise in a siloed high-street 

offer.

Existing Proposed

• Long established community and family

businesses

• Unique area

• Vibrant ‘destination’

• Flexible space

• Supporting existing businesses

• Cultural offer

• Community space

• Meanwhile use

• Failing high street

• Siloed local offer

• Community spaces

• Elderly friendly activities

• Sports facilities

• Cultural offer

• Noise?

• Crime?
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OFFICE & INDUSTRIAL USE 
(B CLASS)

Attendees were first and foremost eager to see 

a mixed community of complementary office and 

industrial uses that would create and sustain jobs. 

Participants took a more divided approach as 

to what type of business they would like to see 

in the new designs, and a more sceptical stance 

generally toward the policy need of providing light 

industrial and office space, but conceded that the 

site lay within a designated industry area. 

The project team explained that this provision 

presented a unique opportunity for the local 

area, and one to create the vibrant mixed 

neighbourhood previously mentioned. Whilst 

residents found it useful drawing comparisons to 

the regeneration of King’s Cross, it was widely 

accepted that Murphy’s Yard could take inspiration 

from the development, but not be moulded in the 

same vein. 

Attendees challenged the strategic need for 

larger industrial uses in London and wanted to 

see a diversity of employment offers for local 

people and SME businesses. Participants viewed 

positively the plan to enhance the existing 

offer at the neighbouring Highgate Studios. 

This would extend the ‘Kentish Town’ industrial 

community and encourage other makers and 

start-ups. Attendees likes the idea of a cluster of 

complementary uses, believing that some light 

industry could have low impacts on the 

neighbouring community.

Residents were though concerned at the 

affordability of local business rents, citing 

Highgate Studios as an expensive example. The 

project team agreed that there was a need for all 

types of employment offer that will complement 

existing businesses, with the scheme offering a 

variety of rents including affordable workspace 

provision. 

Existing Proposed

• Established business community including

Highgate Studios

• Job creation in Camden and London

• Support for makers, start-ups and SMEs

• Vibrant working community

• Affordable workspace at peppercorn rents

• Complementing existing businesses

• Local jobs

• Variety of jobs for local people

• Price point for business rents

• Vibrancy and architecture of workspaces

• Price point?

• Effect on local businesses
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OTHER FEEDBACK 

Attendees raised other points that were not 

covered in the presentation which the project team 

wish to visit. This included further consultation 

with bodies such as TfL and the GLA regarding 

policies and the effects on local transport.

Local assets such as the O2 Forum and the 

Apostolic Church to the south-east of the site 

should be consulted with regarding new access 

routes, the widening of pavements and general 

liveability of those new routes. There is also an 

opportunity to preserve the ‘Welcome to Kentish 

Town’ sign that is under threat from a planning 

application. This has woven more generally into 

an argument for honouring the heritage of Kentish 

Town in the designs. 

Overwhelmingly, the project team have been 

delighted with the response to the workshops, its 

exercises, and the designs that were on display. 

Whilst there was a variety of opinion on display 

from attendees, it was apparent the willingness to 

engage and compromise on elements of the 

scheme that had previously caused concern. 



The second exhibition was promoted via a social 

media campaign utilising targeted Facebook 

adverts. 

Approximately, 45k people were reached. The 

campaign targeted the following:

Additionally, email invitations were sent to those 

attendees of the initial exhibition and workshops 

who had signed up to the project mailing list.

There were also posters put up around the area 

in the following places:

Two exhibition sessions were held, on the 

following dates:

Friday 29th November 1pm – 4pm 22 attendees 

– Greenwood Centre, 37 Greenwood Place, NW5

1LB Saturday 30th November 10am – 1pm 39

attendees – Gospel Oak Primary School,

Mansfield Road, NW3 2JB

61 members of the local community attended the 

exhibition over these two sessions, which were 

staffed by members of the Murphy’s Yard 

Consultation Team; J. Murphy & Sons; DP9; and 

Studio Egret West. The Saturday event was 

attended by Cllr Jenny Mulholland, a member 

for Gospel Oak Ward.

13

• Coop on Kentish Town High Street

• Kentish Town Library

• Outside Kentish Town Tube station

• Outside the forum x 2

• In a local  newsagent

• In a launderette

• On lampposts by Highgate studios x 4

• Outside the church

• Along Gordon House Road

• In Gospel Oak Primary School

• Area targeted: NW5 / 1km radius from

just north of Kentish Town station

• All age ranges targeted, i.e. no one

group singled out

PUBLIC EXHIBITION
NOVEMBER 2019
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Format

The exhibition was held as a drop-in event, at which 

members of the public could view the materials and 

presentation at the working group events; to see 

how the scheme has evolved; engage in further 

conversations with the project team; and leave 

qualitative feedback at the end by filling out one of 

the feedback forms provided.

15 exhibition boards were displayed at the 

exhibition, containing information about the 

proposals including: land use requirements; the 

constraints of the site relating to views etc.; the 

development of ideas for height and massing; and 

the vision for the ‘green link’ between Hampstead 

Heath and Kentish Town, running through the site. 

The boards also summarised feedback from the 

initial exhibition and the November workshops. 

Additional materials on display included a booklet, 

also used at the workshops, containing example 

images of the types of public spaces that could be 

incorporated into the Hampstead Heath – Kentish 

Town ‘green link’, as well as a model showing the 

latest iteration of the proposals in context, 

prepared by Studio Egret West.

A feedback form made available to attendees 

asked the following questions:

1) What do you like about the proposed

development of Murphy’s Yard?

2) How do you think the proposals could be

improved?

3) Do you have any further comments on the

proposals?

A total of 17 feedback forms were completed at the 

exhibition – attendees were also given the option 

to take forms with them and complete at a later 

date, by post, telephone or email. Members of the 

project team also noted verbal feedback from 

conversations undertaken with residents.

Feedback Summary 

Feedback received at the exhibition broadly 

revolved around the same themes as that gathered 

at the workshops a few weeks earlier. Issues 

commonly raised by attendees included the height 

of the proposed residential buildings and 

consequent impacts on views and neighbouring 

sites; the ratio of affordable housing to be provided 

on-site; and the nature of the public spaces and 

cycle and pedestrian paths proposed as part of the 

Hampstead Heath – Kentish Town ‘green link’. 

Theme-specific feedback is summarised further 

below.

Height and massing

Several attendees of the exhibition commented 

on the height of the proposed residential buildings 

in the latest iteration of the proposals. Some 

expressed concern that the buildings would be too 

high, negatively impacting local views of and from 

Hampstead Heath and the amenity of neighbouring 

sites, such as Kentish Town City Farm. 

Attendees acknowledged that the proposals on 

display at the exhibition represented a ‘work in 

progress’, had evolved since the start of the design 

process and would be further refined in future. 

They also largely acknowledged the challenges 

of incorporating a sufficiently high quantum of 

residential units while adhering to the other land 

use requirements for the site.

PUBLIC EXHIBITION
NOVEMBER 2019
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Height and massing (cont)

Nevertheless, a number of respondents suggested 

that the project team should seek to emulate the 

model of low-rise, high-density housing estates in 

Camden, such as the Dunboyne and Alexandra 

Road estates, rather than pursuing what they 

characterised as a ‘high-rise’ approach. Indeed, a 

few suggested that the amount of public space in 

the proposals should be reduced in order to 

facilitate this, disregarding the viewing corridor from 

Kentish Town. They suggested that the open spaces 

planned were not required to be as large as the 

heath was close to the site.  There were concerns 

raised that this did not pick up on the identity of the 

area and this was a generic approach to providing 

the number of homes required. 

One local architect, suggested that the massing 

looked too bulky and that to combat this adding 1-3 

storeys to the  height (like in earlier iterations) could 

combat this.

Viewing corridor

Representatives from the KTNF were concerned 

with the view and not happy with the proposals to 

move it up the road. Other members of the KTNF 

suggested that the view as located in the Plan was 

important and should be retained. The understood 

the viability/ CIL challenges we are facing and 

welcomed the opportunity for further breakout 

discussions on the proposals.

Routes and connections

There was concern with the creation of a new link 

to the Regis Road site and the need to safeguard 

a good connection. A direct route from Carkers 

Lane was suggested. Other suggested that the 

link underneath the railway to Gordon house road 

might be a great additional route through the site. 

Affordable Housing 

Some attendees were concerned that the level of 

affordable housing within the proposals was too 

low and sought clarification as to the precise 

ratios of social housing to intermediate housing 

etc. 

In calling for more affordable – and particularly 

social – housing, a few attendees identified a 

perceived link between the lack of such housing 

locally and the falling subscription rate for local 

schools, a few of which have recently closed.

It was suggested that greater provision of 

affordable housing would ensure greater 

community cohesion in the proposed new 

‘neighbourhood’. In terms of tenure mix, some 

attendees asked that the affordable element of 

the residential development include as many 

three/four-bed homes as possible, 

accommodating families.

Landscaping/ Heath Line 

As at the previous exhibition and the workshops, 

residents broadly welcomed the proposals for the 

‘green link’, including pedestrian and cycle 

permeability through the site and the provision of 

public spaces, including ideas such as a skate 

park and playground for local children. 

Some attendees urged the project team to 

maximise the ecological benefits of the ‘green 

link’, for instance by planting as many new trees 

as possible and implementing features such as 

green walls. The proposals for the cycle path 

were widely welcomed; some attendees 

supported the ‘segregation’ of cyclists from 

pedestrians, particularly children and the elderly, 

while others were keen that – cycle path 

notwithstanding – cyclists should be able to use 

all of the proposed routes through the site.

PUBLIC EXHIBITION 
FEEDBACK
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Landscaping/ Heath Line (cont)

An in-depth conversation was had with members 

from the Heath and Hampstead Society, Heath 

Sub-committee, about the current landscape 

proposals and how it will complement their efforts 

on the Heath to improve habitat for birds.

Looking at the current scheme, they thought the 

cycle route along the southern boundary was a 

great place to have a long and unbroken ‘urban 

hedgerow’ and identified the cycle route as 

somewhere that climbers on building facades 

would be most valuable. They also spoke of the 

importance of improving the ecology on the 

existing railway corridors. 

They asked about whether the buildings would 

have living roofs and felt that if the roofs had visible 

greening then it could improve the views from 

Kentish Town and Parliament Hill.

They mentioned   an orchard on the Heath that has 

a species of crabapple that is enjoyed as much by 

people as by birds - a good choice if we are to 

have an urban orchard at Murphy’s Yard. 

Use Mix 

Attendees welcomed the principle of mixed-use 

development on the site and the proposals for the 

industrial space to be devoted to light industrial 

uses, such as workshops and studios, as opposed 

to the existing use. A few attendees sought 

clarification as to the routes to be used by cars 

and lorries to service the light industrial spaces 

on site (as well as making deliveries to the 

residential units and offices).

Other Feedback 

Attendees were happy to see a model presented 

and thought it was helpful.  There were several 

suggestions that the KTNF view cone be added 

on top of the physical model.

PUBLIC EXHIBITION 
FEEDBACK
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Janaury 2020

A workshop event was held with staff and young 

people at the Kentish Town Community Centre, 17 

Busby Place, London NW5 2SP. This took place on 

Tuesday 17th December, from 5:30pm – 6:30pm. 

The session was attended by nine people, 

including four young users of the community 

centre and five members of staff, all of whom 

provided feedback. The event was staffed by two 

members of the Murphy’s Consultation Team.

Format 

The exhibition was held as a drop-in workshop, at 

which staff and young people could view a 

selection of materials based on those used at the 

November workshops and engage in a freeform 

discussion with the team, revolving around the 

following themes:

1) General impressions of Kentish Town

2) Services and amenities missing/needed in

the area

3) Attendee interests and services used

4) How the development could address these

needs and desires

Feedback

The below ideas and suggestions were expressed 

by attendees – they have been divided into 

broader themes:

General thoughts on Kentish Town

• Busy – lots of people

• Profile of Kentish Town is not good

• More variety [needed] along high street

• More investment needed

Retail and food

• Shops including sports

• Better shops e.g. clothing

• Local traders

• Food markets

Services

• Barbers

• Workspace places for us to rent

• Affordable community spaces

• Upcycling of products

• Places for workshops – ‘maker spaces’

Sports/recreation

• Trampoline park

• Table tennis tables outside

• Bike riding area

• Mini theme park

• Basketball court is missing

• Somewhere to hang [out] outside

• Football pitch, real courts

• Fitness centre

• Climbing wall

• Mini trampoline/basketball courts

• Outdoor courts  similar to Turnpike Lane

Green/open spaces

• Water feature

• Sky garden – roof terraces

• Likes planting

• Heath Cliff level change

Culture/entertainment

• Street art

• Film festivals

• Cinema/area for showing stuff

• Spaces for theatre performances etc.

Conclusion 

This session allowed for a productive 

discussion with members of the community not 

yet engaged with as part of the previous 

consultation activities – the inclusion of a youth 

perspective on the proposals and on wider 

community priorities was a particularly 

valuable outcome of the exercise. The 

potential for further such events will be 

explored as the design process continues.

YOUTH WORKSHOP
DECEMBER 2019
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Murphy’s Yard Stage 2 Report 

NEXT STEPS
2020

Thank you to all those who have participated in the consultation so far. There will still be plenty of op-
portunities to help shape the scheme and engage with the future of Murphy’s Yard.

Our next steps for consultation in 2020 will include:

Spring Public Exhibition

This will showcase in further detail where the scheme is and how the community have helped shape it.

Stakeholder meetings

We will continue to meet with key stakeholders in the area to keep them informed and take on their 
feedback.

Youth workshops

Building on the workshop in December 2019 we will continue to work with the Kentish Town Youth Project 
to include young people from the area in the conversation. 

If you would like to get further involved, or have any questions, ideas or feedback regarding 

Murphy’s Yard then please don’t hesitate to get in touch via:

  contact@murphysyardconsultation.co.uk

  0203 880 6941

  murphysyardconsutlation.co.uk
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