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RECOMMENDATION(S) 

 
1. It is recommended that the Community Council make a decision on which of the 

four options outlined in paragraph 7 to proceed with regarding the traffic calming 
works in Red Post Hill, following public consultation. 

 
2. If Option 1, 2, or 3 are to proceed, it is recommended that this to include the 

changes immediately south of the raised pedestrian crossing at the junction of 
Casino Avenue and Red Post Hill only if resources allow. 

 
3. If Options 1, 2, or 3 are to proceed, it is recommended that the set of cushions 

outside 82/84 Red Post Hill be removed and not replaced 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  
 

4. Traffic calming features were installed in Red Post Hill as part of the North 
Dulwich 20 MPH Zone. The 20 MPH Zone was implemented as part of 
2009-10 TfL funded LIP programme. 

 
5. Dulwich Community Council meeting on 10 November 2010 agreed that 

subject to consultation with residents to secure removal of 
 

a) the cushions on Red Post Hill between its junction with Casino 
Avenue and Herne Hill and their replacement with the minimum 
number of islands/build outs to comply with regulations and 

 
b) subject to resources and compliance with regulations, the set of 
cushions immediately to the south of the raised pedestrian crossing at 
the junction of Casino Avenue and Red Post Hill. 

 
 

6. The above meeting also agreed reallocation of Cleaner Greener Safer 
funding 2010-2011 and inter alia agreed that £40,000 of funds available 
for reallocation be allocated to Red Post Hill 20 mph Zone works.  Since 
the spending and delivery of Cleaner Greener Safer funds is delegated to 
Community Councils for decision making, the Community Council needs 
to decide on how to proceed with this project. 

 
 



       

KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION  
 
7. In discussions with the Village Ward Members 3 options were designed for 

consultation.  
 

Option 1 

The first option was to replace 4 sets of cushions with pedestrian refuge islands 
in the same locations, this includes one set of cushions south of junction with 
Casino Avenue 

Option 2 

The second was to replace two set of cushions with build outs, replace one set of 
cushions with a pedestrian refuge island and remove one set of cushions south 
of Casino Avenue and replace with a pedestrian island on the existing raised 
zebra crossing  

Option 3 

The third option was to replace three sets of cushions with pedestrian refuge 
islands, and replace the one set south of the junction with Casino Avenue with a 
pedestrian island on the existing raised zebra crossing.   

Due to design constraints within the highway, in all three options we were unable 
to propose any alternative to the set of speed cushions outside 82/84 Red Post 
Hill.  Therefore we sought residents’ views separately on whether these cushions 
should be removed and not replaced, or retained 

Option 4 

Option 4 is ‘do nothing’.  This option (to retain the existing cushions throughout) 
was not consulted on, as requested by the Ward Members, on the basis that if 
there was less than 50% response to the consultation then this would in itself 
constitute a vote for a ‘do nothing’ option.   

 
8. The overall response rate was 42%.  The majority of respondents were in favour 

of option 3 (81% in favour). 
 
9. With regards to retaining the existing cushions outside No. 82/84 61% of the 

respondents wished to see the cushions removed 12% wanted to retain them 
and 27% had no opinion. 

 
10. The result of the consultation is included in Appendix 1 
 
11. Given that the overall response rate was less than 50%, it is doubtful whether 

there is sufficient mandate to justify a change.  Nonetheless, the response rate 
was 42% which is considerably higher than normal for this type of public 
consultation exercise (normally 10-15%).  On this basis, it could be argued that 
the rate is sufficiently high to justify change, particularly as one option (option 3) 
had strong support amongst respondents.  Option 3 was supported by 81% of 
respondents which is 34% of consultees. 



       

 
 
Policy implications 
 
12. 20 mph Zones require signing and traffic calming in accordance with the 

Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2002  
 
13. The existing traffic calming and all 3 options that were consulted upon 

comply with the requirements of the Traffic Signs Regulations and 
General Directions 2002. 

 
Community impact statement 

 
14. Any changes to traffic calming in Red Post Hill will impact the local community.  

The current scheme has been successful in reducing vehicle speeds but has 
been unpopular with some residents due to issues of noise and vibration.  Any 
new proposal would need to balance these issues. 
 

Resource implications 
 
15. £40,000 of Cleaner Greener Safer funding was allocated for these works at the 

Dulwich Community Council meeting of 10 November 2010.  
 
16. Additional funding may be required depending on final specification and contract 

rates.  At the November 2010 meeting members agreed that if works are to go 
ahead, one element (works south of Casino Avenue) should only proceed if 
resources allow. 

 
Reason for Lateness/Urgency 
 
17. This report is tabled as late and urgent on the grounds that any delay would be 

an unacceptable delay for the residents who could reasonably expect a decision 
on the way forward to be made to ensure any implementation happens this 
summer.  There is no opportunity after this meeting until September.  Officers 
had originally considered that a decision to proceed could be made under 
delegated authority but as the scheme is funded by Cleaner Greener Safer funds 
this needs to be taken by the Community Council. 
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Fig. 1: Consultation Area 



       

1. Results 

 Full results and comments received can be found in Appendix B. 
 The table below reports the level of response and the general level of support 

for the measures outlined in the consultation exercise. 

Number of questionnaires returned 

26 

-  

No. of responses from residents 
  24 (89%)  

No. of responses from businesses 
3 (11%) 

No. in support of Existing Features 
7 (28%) 

No. in opposition to Existing Features 
 15 (60%) 

No opinion on Existing Features 
3 (12%) 

No. in support of Option 1 
6 (25%)  

No. in opposition to Option 1 
15 (62%) 

No opinion on Option 1 
3 (13%) 

No. in support of Option 2 
1 (4%) 

No. in opposition to Option 2 
17 (71%) 

No opinion on Option 2 
6 (25%) 

No. in support of Option 3 
21 (81%) 

No. in opposition to Option 3 
5 (19%) 

No opinion on Option 3 
0 (0%) 

No. in support of retaining cushions o/s No. 82/84 
3 (12%) 

No. in opposition of retaining cushions o/s 82/84 
16 (61%) 

No opinion on retaining cushions o/s No. 82/84 
7 (27%) 

 
Consultation responses were returned from 26 of the residents and businesses out of 
61(42% response rate),  
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                           Fig. 2: Responses from Residents / Businesses 
 



       

Overall View of Existing Calming Features
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                          Fig. 3: Existing Features - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 

                  
 

                   

Option 1

25%

62%

13%

Support

Opposed

No opinion

                                                                                             
      

    Fig. 4: Option 1 - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 
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4%

71%

25%

Support

Opposed

No opinion

 
Fig. 5: Option 2 - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 

 



       

Option 3
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Fig. 6: Option 3 - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 

  

Retaining cushions o/s No. 82/84
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Fig. 7: Retaining cushions outside No. 82/84 - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 



       

2. Summary 

42% of the consulted public responded to the proposals. 
 
Even though the majority were in favour of the option3 (81% in favour) and 
support the idea of improving road safety and accessibility in the area, the 
response ratio was less than 50%. 
   

 With regards to retaining the existing cushions outside No. 82/84 only 26% of 
the residents consulted were opposed to retaining the cushions. While 61% of 
the respondents were opposed to the cushions 12% wanted to retain them and 
27% had no opinion. 

 In general it seems that there isn’t a majority in favour of any works. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



       

Appendix A 
Consultation Letter, Consultation Survey and Scheme Drawing   
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Appendix B 
Tabulated Responses and Comments 
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