Item No. | Classification: | Date: Meeting Name:
9. Open 15 September 2011 Dulwich Community Council
Report title: East Dulwich Corridor Scheme — Lordship Lane
Ward(s) or groups East Dulwich Ward
affected:
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.

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.

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.

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.

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
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any parking lost was to be mitigated by providing additional parking in the vicinity.
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

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.

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.

2 car spaces will be created by reducing the existing double yellow line restrictions
outside Barclays south of Ashbourne Grove.

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.

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

TfL have approved both the proposed signals and completed their design.

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.

There was over 70% majority in favor of the proposals. The results of the
consultation are included in Appendix 1

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.

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.

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 Simon Phillips, 020
and Neighborhoods, 160 |7525 5542
Tooley Street
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Consultation Analysis and Report
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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 14™ May to 6™ 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
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Fig. 1: Consultation Area



List of statutory consultees and stakeholders:

Mr Paul Cook

Ambulance Operations The District Manager Lenox Davidson
Manager Haulage Association Ltd Bus Priority Team
Deptford Ambulance 35 Monument Hill Palestra Building — 9th
Staticn Weybridge Floor

1 New Cross Road Surrey 197 Blackfriars Read
London KT13 8RM London

SE14 5D5 SE1 8AA

_ Pc Justin Bennett
Maria Cole Traffic Management Unit
Lenden Borough of Metropolitan Police

Vincent Stops
Senior Research Officer

Southwark Traffic Officer Hampton Traffic Garage LTUC

Southwark Borough Team 58 Station Road Clements House
London Fire Brigade Hampton 14-18 Gresham Street
2668 Queens Road TW12 2AX London

London EC2V 7TPR

SE14 5JN

Ashley Rutland
Metropolitan Police
ServicecoS0 Hq Traffic
Branch

Room 1118

New Scotland Yard
London

SE1TH 0BG

Ralph Parker
London Buses
Infrastructure
Eltham Bus Station
Well Hall Road
Eltham

London

SE9 65L

The Secretary
Freight Transport
Association Ltd.
Hermes House

157 St. Johns Road
Tunbridge Wells
Kent

TN4 SUZ

The Metropolitan Police

Central Ticket Office
Po Pox 510

London

SWI1V 24P

Ms Knight (Tip)
Automobile Association
Routes Data Research
Fanum House
Basingstoke

RG21 4EA

Howard Klaasen
Senior Network
Development Planner,
Central

TLRM Planning Unit,
Strategy, Surface
Transport

Palestra Building — 9th
Floor

197 Blackfriars Road
London

SE1 8AA

Government Office For
London

Transport Branch
10Th Floor Riverwalk
House

157-161 Millbank
London

SWI1P 4RR

Jeremy Leach

Living Streets

28 Sutherland Square
London

SEI17 3EQ

Ray Welsh
Southwark Cyclists
20 Redwood Close
Rotherhithe
London

SE16 5NJ



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.

Resident/Business

15%

O Resident
m Business

85%

Fig. 2: Responses from Residents / Businesses



Proposal A
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Fig. 3: Proposal A - Responses Support / Opposed / No opinion

Proposal B
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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.

e 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.



1t 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.



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



We want your views
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It is imporiant for all consultees to respond to the consultation. We would be grateful if you could take the COMMUNITY COUNCILS Council
fime to review the proposals outlined in this document and provide a response using the questionnaire A voice for your community
provided.

Your views are essential for us to understand the Community’s view on the proposal and form a
fundamental part of the scheme development process, whether you use public transport, cycle, walk or East Dulwich Public Realm & Pedestrian Access

drive a private vehicle.
Improvements

08/11/2010




What happens next?

As you will appreciate Southwark Council receives many comments from consultations and therefore
we are unahle to respond personally to specific issues raised. However all comments and suggestions
will be taken into consideration hefore a decision is made.

The responses to the questionnaire will be analysed and taken into account in the final design of the
proposad works.

Should you require any further information regarding the proposed scheme please do not hesitate to
contact Andres Antury on 020 7525 5553, Alternatively you can email fo:
andres.antury @ southwark. gov.uk.

If approved, implementation should take place before summerfautumn 2011.

To arrange a translation of this leaflet and the other consultation documents, or for other
assistance, please take it to:

One Stop Shop - 122 Peckham Hill Street, London SE15, or
One Stop Shop — 151 Walworth Road, London SE1T, or
One Stop Shop - 17 Spa Road, London SE18, or
Southwark Town Hall - Peckham Read, London SES.

1ol 2 gl cal B Bl i A SN aae R 1 o

Para obtener una traduccidn de este folleto, llévelo a:

Bu brogurin tercume edilmesini dizenlemek igin itfen onu agadidaki yererden birine gétinin:
P& ¢ ban dich tigng Viét, haly mang & roi ndy d&n clra hang:

Pour une traduction de ce depliant, présentez-l a |'un des guichats uniques suivants -

% ey (FC=Ea) D S W ST T v A 6 < B
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Have your say

Southwark Council is holding a consultation to receive residents, businesses and key
stakeholder's comments regarding the proposals to improve the Public Realm and Pedestrian
access in the East Dulwich Area.

Background

The aim of the proposed schame is to improve padestrian accessibility and safety, particularly to
improve pedestrian crossing facilities in Lordship Lane shopping area.

Improvements to public space are beneficial to the residents and businesses and promote
healthier living by encouraging walking and recreation. The council seeks to provide accessibility
improvements to benefit the entire community whether it is for the elderly, people with dependants,
parents with young children, disabled or the mobility impaired.

What are the proposed changes?

Southwark Council has identified the locations of possible improvements along Lordship Lane as
shown on the atiached plan.

The proposed improvements include the construction of a raised entry treatment in East Dulwich
Grove at its junction with Lordship Lane, a new pedestrian 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.

Due to the infroduction of the pedestrian crossings there will be some loss of parking on Lordship
Lane. We aim to minimise this loss and any loss would be mitigated by providing additional short
stay parking on the adjacent side roads.

These measures have been designed for consultation and consideration



COMMUNITY COURCILS

& veles for your community

QUESTIONNAIRE

K
oK,

Council

East Dulwich Public Realm & Pedestrian Access Improvements

Help us to help you!

Flzase complete th's guestionnaire and tick the boxes as appropriate.

Give us your views!
1. Do you support the proposals?
« Proposal &

« ProposalB
+  Proposal C
If answer is no, pleass comment in the space provided below.

2. Are you a resident or business?

3. Additional comments and suggestions

fes No Opinion

[]
]
]

Resident |:| Business |:|

O
HININE

Please do not forget to fill in your details

(FTO)

Mame |

O e—

Address [

[ —

Should you reguire any further information regarding the proposed scheme please do not hesitate
to contact Andres Antury on 020 7525 5553, Alternafively you can email o

andres. anturyi@southwark oo uk.
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COMMUNITY COUNCILS Council

& wales foF poul comimunity

Please fill in questionnaire overleaf.

Please tick the boxes as appropriate.

You may find the enclosed letter and plan helpful in deciding what
answer you provide.

When you have completed the questionnaire, please fold as shown and
post it back to us by 6" June 2011 at the latest.

Thank you for your assistance

NO
STAMP
REQUIRED

LONDON BOROUGH OF
SOUTHWARK
Environment Department
Public Realm Projects
(Andres Antury)

PO Box 64529
FREEPOST SE1919/14
London

SE1P 5LX

a) First, fold back an this line

h) Second, fold back on this
line
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Appendix B
Tabulated Responses and Comments

EAST DULWICH PUBLIC REALM & PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS

Do you support the proposals
Proposal A Propasal B Proposal C
Road Name Yes e Mo Yes No Mo Yes Ho Mo |Resident|Business| Comments
Opinion Opinion Opinion
Cheonian Strest 1 1 1 1 | fee traffic Fghts should be on the junction of East Dutwich Growe and Lordship Lane, as ['ve s2en 2 accidents. near misses, alsoa
car pulled into the Bishop Pub rush hour time. A raised entry treatment DOES NOT SLOW TRAFFIC DIOWN
Crawthaw 1 ; 1 1
2 | Grove
East Dukwich 1 1 1 1 Regarding proposal A - due to buses fuming out of this junction and carks parked Tegally opposite t is already a tght and dfficut
3 |Road tum. Instaling a rarsed ar=a will only hinder traffic.
Crawthaw . 1 1 1
4 | Grove
5 |Nutheld Road 1 1 1 1
8 |Spuring Road 1 1 1 1 The quicker this can be done the better! W hawe lived here 20 years and this s long owerdus
Ancfher area which needs improvement is parking. |t is wvery difficult to find parking on our street - with 2 young chidren it can cause
Matham Growve 1 1 1 1 an unnecessary stress. Owr street is full of estate agent cars. People who park here head o the ED station. We wou'd greatly
T welcome residents parking
Whenzas Lordship Lane is a dangerous place o cross the mad. | am concemed that drvers and the aim to create shor-term
Spurling Road 1 1 1 1 parking im nearby roads by the Council wil resu in less parking per permanent residents who reside on rosds where a permit is
8 necessany and unaffordable fior residents on low incomes.
g |Londship Lane 1 1 1
10 _|Frogley Foad 1 1 1 1 One more crossing 3t point B would be suffcient
11 |Fragley Road 1 1 1 1
M - | think a pedesrian crossing cutside the co-op will be 3 great improvement, also a means of crossing at Crawthaw Grove, othenwise
- utfield Road 1 1 1 . o " e d
2 crossng Lordship Lane is very difficult especialy for the infimn
East Dulwich i T 1 i
12 | Grove Al paving works to pavements along Lorgship Lane are sub-siandard and East Dulwich Grove
14 | Grove Vale 1 1 1 1
| hawe Ived on Frogley Rioad for 28 years and for every single one of those years | have felt the need for more crossings on Lerdship
Frogley Rioad 1 1 1 1 Lame. | cross that road repeatedly every day - as it is now it is unsafel The proposed crossing will sawe lives and make mine so
15 much easier
L i R Wouwa sugpest miroducing some sort of bollards cutside the Bishop Pub. Thers have been instances in the past where unathended
. ordship Lane 1 1 1 1 " P - vt
[i} cars hawve ro'ed backwards from Grove and almost caused injuries to passers by.
East Dulwich 1 ; 1 1
17 _|Grove Parling provisions must be taken into conssderation if the miroduction goes ahead with proposal B & C.
13 |Lordship Lane 1 1 1 L It's long overdue 1o be honest
19 Lordshpp Lane 1
Matham Grove 1 5 1 i The one-way system in Matham Grove is unclear - | see cars driving up the wrong way everyday. There will soon be an accident,
20 can | propose amows painted on the road surface to clarify.
Having contacted yourselves on numerous occasions propesal G wi cause two problems (2] cause botfleneck traffic congestion as
Lordship Lane 1 1 1 i there is aready a pedesinan crossing lest than 50 yards from propesal CU (2) will cause serious deliver issues with Co-op
21 Supermarket and a's0 near by shops - leadng 1o delays in detveres!! Pleaze wake up!
29 |Lordship Lana 1 1 1
Aehboasme Two sqdiﬁcnal c'cs'iin;s will hawe an a::h.l_E"\s;h effect on 1_he :'s*!icﬂcw along _Lnrdship Lam= .alji:h is a_lra_:d',' poar auring rgsh h-:u_r.
Era 1 1 1 1 The raised eniry to East Dulwich Grove will give pedesirians a fa'se sense of secunity 3t what is a2 major junction and requires their
3 full attention.
Grove Vale 1 1 1 1 1 Fleazs install a puffin signal confrolled crossing for (3] this road has heavy traffic and many murrs and children need 1o cross here.
24 This s dangerous - cars rarely slow down especial v when twming into East Dubwich Grove from the High Sirest
25 | MWutfield Road 1 i 1
East Dulwich 1 5 1 i dents parking cnly to save some of the sids roads. it s impossble for me 1o wsit home duning the day dus to absolutely
20 |Road !
27 |Lordship Lane 1 1 1 1 Therz are already 2 crossings on this stretch, ancther at proposa B would be enough m my oginion




EAST DULWICH PUBLIC REALM & PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS

Do you support the proposals
Proposal A Proposal B Proposal C
Road Name Yes N Mo Yes No No Yes No Mo |Resident|Business| Comments
Opinion Opinion Opinion

Tintagel

Gardens 1 1 1 1 A) Money could be better spent filling potholesing advantage many motorists still turn right in spite of signs. B) No real advantags
28 |Zenora Sireet penerally cutbacks in senvices, money c3n be betber used.
20 |Lordship Lane 1 1 1 1

Ashboume 1 1 1 1
20 | Growe The sirest Ashboume Grove must be done on both sides re parkng and 1o do this progerdy.

Ashboume i 1 1 i
A | Grove Stop wasting money on schemes that are no required and concentrate on front line services rather than grandiose schemes
20 Owoinian Sirest 1 1 1 1

The proposal is grossly imesponsible, the hazard is pedestian cressing. Eas: Dulwich Grove at the junction wih Lordship Lane NOT
Zonoria Street 1 . 1 1 Crawthew Grove it 's 3 busy crossing used by school children, senior ctizens and other pedestrians and Mo, 37 bus, cars ete. The
padesirian signal contrelled crossing should be 31 the above junction and the proposed one at Crawthew Grove would not be

3 reguired.
24 |Frogley Road 1 1 1 1

East Dulwich i 1 1 i
35 |Road Sue drivers who ignore zebra crossings!
" Spurling Ricad 1 1 1 1 E;::IE:G Much better for pedestrians and it should stop people dashing across the road between cars which should help the
BT e L ! L 1 Proposal b is the most important, as a lot of people cross here and the traffic is often heavy and fast moving

Spuring Rcad 1 1 1 1 Two lots of puffn confrolled crossngs will be ample wihout ancther as proposal (b) - already traffic is tailed back enteding Lordship

38 Lane from Goose Green roundabout - propesal (B) would cause more problems.
Ashboume q P 1 i
29 |Growe Siill think Ashboume Grove should be a no entry
Math Will cost lots and might make drivers MORE careless around areas where there is no crossing. At the moment pedesirians cross at
atham Grove 1 1 1 1 A . s ; - . -
40 any point and ear drivers know this and conseguently drive rore carefulty and safsly.
41 LEsriEe e L ! ! 1 We fuly support the proposal for speed bumps on Matham Grove and 20mph speed restrictions
Southwark
Living Streets j 1 9 1 At proposal (&) it is irmportant that the raised table is at the pavernent hesght and not lower than 1. The slope shoud be as steep as
2B Sutheriand possible (alov 1o siom wehicles down as much as possible. At proposal (B height of the rarsed crossing shou'd be 3t least
42 |Square T5mm above the camiageway and if pessibe close fo 100mm._The slops should not be Entle
- e q 1 1 i &: a ratined person and as a grandmather of 3 inthis area, | am acutely aware of the need for mere help crossing Lordship Lane.
Enk
East Dulwich 1 1 1 1 Better for our safety as well as letting traffic flow out of East Dulwich Grove. Also this place of B is where many people oross for the
44 |Grove bws - 50 for cur safety it showld happen!
Cne crossing is sufficient. As a resident of 26 y=ars 'm tired of cur sireet being used for additonal parking - there isnt NO ROOMI
Matham Grove 1 1 1 1 We've lost our parking o a) the bus lane in Lordship Lans b) the re-routing of the 37 bus along East Dulwich Grove, ¢ the
5 overdevelopment of flats slong Lordship Lans
48 |Zengra Sireet 1 i 1 1
_ | zenonia street 1 1 1 1 ery good idea '1_1u:h needed. St heard no response on improvernents to pavement on ED Warehouse side of Zenora Street (ie
47 the edd numbers).
Tintagel i 1 1 1 Instal signats "on demand” only - 5o at night when there are no pedestrans the frafic can fiow freely. Great work Southwark
42 |Gardens Councill
East Dulwich 1 1 1 1
48 | Grove
=0 |Fregley Road 1
Crawthew 1 1 1 1
51 | Growe Wial fior improwing road safefy on increasing'y congested streets of East Dutwich
52 |Lordship Lane 1 i 1 1
53 [Fregley Road [ 1 1 1
Ashboume 1 i 1 1

5 | Grove




EAST DULWICH PUBLIC REALM & PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS

Do you support the proposals
Proposal A Propoesal B Proposal C
Road Name Yes No HNo Yes No Mo Yes No Mo |Resident|Business| Comments
Opinion Opinion Opinion
Ze = By adding a crossing at point B it will cause huge fraffic conpestion on Lordship Lane as with the exssting eressing and the proposed
= nora Sireet 1 1 1 1 . -
55 ones traffic will stop every 20 yands
50 |Lordship Lane 1 1 1 1 | dio ok want & crossing outside my front door
A The junction of East Dulwich Grove and Lordship Lane is hazandous for pedestrians, and although your proposals go some way
i i 1 1 to addressing this, there is, in my opmicn, a nesd for a contro’ed pedestian crossing acress East Dulwich Grove (1o assist people

wialking in both directions). B) Presume when this is in use, cars travel'ng south from Goose Green up Lordship Lane will wait

outside the unction box? (i.e. norh of East Dukwich Growe junciion).

We already have a puffin controlled s'gnal crossing by Mortheross Road and a regular zebra - Goose Green - crossing within two

minutes of each other (approx 200 meters) and there is no nesd for mere. The road is not busy at a7 times of day, more crossings

Frogley Road 5 q q 9 wiouk clog up rafic (creating norse and poliution) and discourage walkong - all confrary to the Council's aims. the parking progosals
wiguld be a MGHTMARE for residents. blocking already busy side roads such as Frogey Road., We aready suffer terriz’e noise

pollution from deliveries, late night revellers etz and any more would be unbearabls. | would oppose this in the strongest possibie

o
=l

58 tems.
=g Iatham Grows 1 1 1 1
£l [Zenoria Sireed 1 1 1 1 Proposal © means that there will be 5 crossings on Lordship Lane. This is considered too much

Traffte mowement down Lordship Lane is never particu’ary fast. Raized enfries are a3 wasie of money - # drivers want to go fast -
1 they will - hurmps or not. There is too much pressure on residential parking already. We have sx plus estate agents all ‘jostling to

SR l 1 J park gutside our homes (and other traders and shoppers). Proposal ‘B is 3 good idea at a busy junction wih three?| free) fows of
(i1 traffic (unlike proposal C) where i is not too difficut to cross.
The junchion at East Dulwich Grove is very diffcult to cross. Proposal C would take away valuable parking from cutside my
Lordship Lane 1 1 1 1 business, thus making it mpossible for me to unload and load my goods that | have to do daily. There is a crossing very cose by so
62 anofer seems pointess. How can this be safer?
63 |Lordship Lane 1 i 1 1
Ashboume - 1 1 1 | agree in principle with B & C. However | am very womed about the parking situaton in Ashboume Grove. 77 have made less
B4 |Grove available space; sometimes impossible to park in the road. What has happened to issue raised sbout that?
_ | Nutfield Road i i 1 1 Additonal cross | access points for pedesinans are very much needsd and we'comed along this part of Lordship Lane. | fuly
85 support the proposals
] 1 1 1 1
Ashboume q q 1 1 Flzaze can Ashboume Growe be re-surfaced and have road burnps installed. 1 there wil be mare short stay parking the rest of the
87 | Grove rosd needs 1o be residents onlfy parking (inzl weekends)
Crossing Lerdship Lane is difficult and dangerous. The two crossings near Matham Grove involve a lengthy walk and we are
1 1 1 1 therefore more likely o nisk erossing the road at a dangerocus point. | strong’y suppon the new proposa’s and beleve they will make
22 |Matham Grove Lordship Lane much safer
Crawthew T i 1 1 Two crossings 50 cose tegether unnecessary and would considerably slow trafic and cause botilenecks: trafic has been
£ | Grove encouraged oo Lordship Lane because of vanous fraffic messures
A is fing, to give the opportunity for people to cross the road and slow down traffic tumning right B&C ) There is a prolblem oo rmany
East Dulwich 1 i 1 1 crossngs close together, will cause a back log of fraffic bringng congestion at the roundabout, at E D Grove you have buses twuming
70 |Growve left and right and bus parking within 150 yards.

I'm in fawour of pedesirian crossing near the coop shop but 'm not sure why it has to be raised rather than it being an ordinary
pedesirian crossing. [mnot in favour of options AW and B because | think there is already adequate pedestrian crossing facty by
the roundabout and the changes at the 2 suggested ponts were only made a couple of years ago. | think thers should be disabled

1 i 1 1 parkng on Lordship Lane, but not appears to have been considersd. On the diagram thers are red fnes at certain poinis on Frogley
Road and Mutfie'd Road. What does this signify? I they are where the short stay parking would be placed | would like fo pomt out
that these reads are already groaning in i2ms of te use of them for parking. On Frogley Road there is also already a dedicated

71 |Frogley Road space for the hire care scheme.

72 |Fregley Road 1 1 1 1
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