
  

 
Item No.  
9. 
 

Classification: 
Open 

Date: 
15 September 2011 
 

Meeting Name: 
Dulwich Community Council 
 

Report title: 
 

East Dulwich Corridor Scheme – Lordship Lane 

Ward(s) or groups 
affected: 
 

East Dulwich  Ward 

From: 
 

Head of Public Realm 

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 

 
1. It is recommended that the Community Council advise the Cabinet member of their 

preference for the proposed implementation of the Lordship Lane elements of the 
project. 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  
 

2. East Dulwich Corridor scheme is part of the Transport for London programme 
of transport improvements. 

 
3. The scheme objectives were to improve pedestrian accessibility particularly to 

East Dulwich station, reduce vehicle speeds and improve public realm and 
pedestrian accessibility and amenity in Grove Vale and northern part of 
Lordship Lane. 

 
4. The scheme is to be delivered over 2 financial years with approved funding of 

£100,000 for 2010-11 and £400,000 for 2011-12.  Grove Vale works formed 
the first half of the scheme and Lordship Lane the second half. 

 
5. Grove Vale and Lordship Lane are part of the Strategic Road Network and 

therefore, approval is required from Transport for London for any proposed 
changes to the highway. 

 
6. There is an identified need for improved pedestrian crossing facilities in 

Lordship Lane following a walking audit in 2007 however in previous years 
proposals for zebra crossings have not been agreed with Transport for 
London. 

 
KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION  
 
7. Initial designs were prepared for Lordship Lane that sought to balance the needs of 

pedestrians with the desire to retain car parking and support local businesses. 
 
8. A meeting was arranged between South Southwark Business Association (SSBA), 

ward members and officers to discuss the proposals. The meeting was requested by 
SSBA.  SSBA’s principle concern is the loss of parking so the design was further 
modified to reduce the loss of parking spaces to a minimum and it was agreed that 



  

any parking lost was to be mitigated by providing additional parking in the vicinity. 
 
9. The proposed design includes three main elements: 
 

• Raised table across East Dulwich Grove at junction with Lordship Lane 
• Signal controlled ‘puffin’ crossing across Lordship Lane immediately to the south of 

East Dulwich Grove 
• Raised signal controlled ‘puffin’ crossing across Lordship Lane outside the Co-

operative supermarket 
 
10. The total loss of parking/loading due to the 2 new signalised crossings will be 12 car 

spaces.  13 replacement facilities in the locality have been identified. 
 
11. 6 car parking spaces will be created by reducing the zigzag marking at the existing 

crossing between Chesterfield Grove and North Cross Road. The zigzags will be 
reduced on the downstream side of the crossing. 

 
12. 2 car spaces will be created by reducing the existing double yellow line restrictions 

outside Barclays south of Ashbourne Grove.  
 
13. 2 new car space will be created in Matham Grove. 1 additional space will be created 

in North Cross Road and new loading bay for 2 vehicles will be created in Frogley 
Road. 

 
14. There will be net gain of one vehicle space as a result of installing the 2 new 

signalised pedestrian crossings. 
 
15. TfL have approved both the proposed signals and completed their design. 
 
16. Consultation documents were sent to 450 residents in the vicinity of the proposed 

crossing and the statutory consultees eg emergency services.  Consultation period 
was from 14 May 2011 to 6 June 2011.  The consultation document and the area of 
consultation were approved by Cabinet Member for Transport, Environment and 
Recycling and the ward members. 

 
17. There was over 70% majority in favor of the proposals. The results of the 

consultation are included in Appendix 1 
 
18. Pedestrian counts covering the EDG junction shows that a controlled crossing there 

would potentially serve several hundred pedestrians on a typical day. The same 
survey also showed that approximately 40% of pedestrian crossing movements 
resulted in significant conflict with motor vehicles on a typical day. It is anticipated 
that this level of risk is likely to make people less willing to cross Lordship Lane 
unless it is absolutely necessary for them to do so - particularly those who 
experience mobility difficulties.  The issues would be same for the proposed crossing 
near Ashbourne Road.  

 
19. TfL have very stringent criteria for any new signals on the SRN and the applications 

for both the proposed signals have met their criteria and the designs have been 
completed. 

 
20. Research done for TfL in 2002-4 shows that pedestrians spend as much if not more 

in town centres as car drivers. This is supported in the recent government white 



  

paper on local transport (Creating Growth, Cutting Carbon – January 2011). 
 
21. Funding was approved in previous years for a controlled crossing in Lordship Lane 

however, due to objections from TfL Buses and Businesses in Lordship Lane the 
proposed zebra was not installed. If the scheme is not delivered this year TfL may 
not approve funding for the scheme in the future.  

 
Policy implications 
 
22. The proposals will improve facilities for pedestrians and are in line with the 

following Policies within the Transport Plan –  
 

Policy 1.8 - Improve the walking environment and ensure that people have the 
information and confidence to use it. 
Policy 2.3 - Promote and encourage sustainable travel choices in the borough 
Policy 3.3 - Prioritise investment in our town centres 
Policy 4.1 - Promote active lifestyles 
Policy 4.2 – Create places that people can enjoy 
Policy 5.1- Improve safety on our roads and to help make all modes of transport safer 
Policy 6.1 - Make our streets more accessible for pedestrians 
Policy 7.1 - Maintain and improve the existing road network making the best use of it 
through careful management and considered improvements 
 

Community impact statement 
 

23. Any changes to crossing facilities in Lordship Lane will impact the local community 
and Businesses. Research indicates that improving pedestrian facilities is likely to 
improve the shopping environment and increase trade. 
 

Resource implications 
 
24. £400,000 of LIP funding was allocated for these works.  This is external grant funding 

from Transport for London and is ringfenced to delivery of transport improvements. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 
 

Background Papers Held At Contact 
Traffic Survey Dept of Regeneration 

and Neighborhoods, 160 
Tooley Street 

Simon Phillips, 020 
7525 5542 
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1. Introduction & Methodology 

 
Southwark Council is proposing to improve pedestrian accessibility, particularly to improve 
pedestrian crossing facilities in Lordship Lane shopping area. 

The proposed measures include the construction of raised entry treatment in East Dulwich 
Grove at its junction with Lordship Lane, a new signal controlled crossing in Lordship Lane 
next to its junction with Crawthew Grove and a raised signal controlled pedestrian crossing 
in Lordship Lane next to the supermarket Co-operative. 

The funding for this project has been made available from TfL funding for 2011/12. 

In order to establish levels of public opinion about the scheme, a public consultation has 
been undertaken, which asked residents, businesses and stakeholders whether they 
support or oppose the measures. The consultation also gave the public an opportunity to 
add general comments and communicate their opinions about the proposals; and to 
contact the design team directly by phone and email. 

A consultation letter, questionnaire and the proposed scheme drawings were sent to 
statutory stakeholders and to 450 local residents and businesses in and around the area 
for the proposed scheme as shown on the plan below.  The consultation period lasted 3 
weeks from the 14th May to 6th June and the resulting feedback and data has now been 
analysed and interpreted. The analysis and presentation of the consultation is summarised 
in this report.  

A copy of the consultation pack can be found in Appendix A. The tabulated responses and 
comments received can be found in Appendix B 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1: Consultation Area 
 
 
 
 



  

 
List of statutory consultees and stakeholders: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

2. 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 72 -  

No. of responses from residents   62 (85%)  

No. of responses from businesses 11 (15%) 

No. in support of Proposal A 52 (72%) 

No. in opposition to proposal A  13 (20%) 

No opinion on Proposal A 6 (8%) 

No. in support of Proposal B 54 (72%)  

No. in opposition to proposal B 14 (20%) 

No opinion on Proposal B 6 (8%) 

No. in support of Proposal C 55 (80%) 

No. in opposition to proposal C 11 (16%) 

No opinion on Proposal C 3 (4%) 

 
Consultation responses were returned from 72 of the residents and businesses out of 
450 (16% response rate), of which 72% supported proposals A and B and 80% 
Supported proposal C.  
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Fig. 2: Responses from Residents / Businesses 
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Fig. 3: Proposal A - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 
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Fig. 4: Proposal B - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 
 



  

Proposal C
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Fig. 5: Proposal C - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Even though the majority were in favour of the proposals (72% in favour of 
proposals A and B and 80% in favour of proposal C) and support the idea of 
improving road safety and accessibility in the area, a number of comments were 
provided by the respondents.  The most prominent of which were: 

 
• Some residents expressed the opinion that the junction of East Dulwich Grove 

and Lordship Lane should be signalised. 

The modelling for this junction did not pass the minimum parameters and 
therefore it is not viable to have this junction signalised. 

• There are some concerns with regards to residents parking on adjacent roads. 

The proposal includes the provision of short stay parking during the day which 
can be used by residents outside the hours of operation. 

• A respondent is stating that proposal C will cause bottleneck congestion and will 
cause serious delivery issues with the Co-operative supermarket and other 
nearby shops. 

The crossing operates by demand and it will also help regulating the traffic 
along Lordship Lane. The loss of parking will be mitigated by the provision of 
short stay parking on adjacent roads. There will be provisions for 
loading/unloading at the nearest reasonable locations to the affected shops. 

• There are concerns with regards to the proposed raised entry treatment in East 
Dulwich Grove at the junction with Lordship Lane. The concerns are related to 
the effectiveness of the proposal and how it might have an adverse effect. 



  

It is expected that the raised entry treatment will create more awareness from 
drivers and in the mean time it will improve the facilities for pedestrians. 

• There are comments regarding the need for the proposed crossings. Some 
respondents have stated that one crossing is sufficient.  

The location of the crossing by the Co-operative supermarket was selected after 
a walking audit was carried out. The crossing next to the junction with 
Crawthew Grove was selected as it was not possible to signalise the junction of 
Lordship Lane and East Dulwich Grove, it is expected that the introduction of 
the signalised pedestrian crossing will improve the conditions at this junction 
for all road users 

• A business respondent expressed concerns on proposal C regarding the loss of 
parking outside the shop as it will make it difficult to load/unload goods. 

The loss of parking will be kept to a minimum possible. There will be additional 
parking on adjacent roads to mitigate any loss as a result of the proposed 
crossings.  

 



  

3. Summary 

72% of the respondents were in favour of the proposals A and B and 80% were in 
favour of proposal C. 15% of the respondents were business and 85% were 
residents. 

 In addition, a number of comments were received within the returned 
questionnaires, which might inform any changes or additions to the scheme in 
future.   

 There were some comments and trends expressed regarding some specific issues 
such as parking provision, traffic and congestion and location of proposed 
crossings.   

 Comments suggesting further improvements were expressed regarding some 
specific locations that are not part of the proposed scheme they will be forwarded to 
the relevant departments. 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

Appendix A 
Consultation Letter, Consultation Survey and Scheme Drawing   
 
 
 



  

 



  

 



  

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  



  

Appendix B 
Tabulated Responses and Comments 
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