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12 March 2016 

 

Cllr Darren Merrill 

The Cabinet Suite  

160 Tooley Street 

SE1 2QH  

 

Dear Darren 

Re: Cycle Quietway 7, from the Elephant and Castle to Crystal Palace 

You will hopefully have had a considerable number of responses to the recent consultation 

and it may be helpful for your decision on how Southwark Council should proceed if I give 

you a short response on behalf of the Dulwich Society.  

The Society is usually reluctant to express views on issues where the opinions of its 

members differ substantially. This certainly applies in this case. The population of Dulwich 

is generally older than elsewhere in Southwark and more dependent on cars, but we also 

have a younger population of families with school children and surveys amongst these 

families have shown that they are keen on cycling to schools but wary of the current 

dangers of doing this. There are a large number of well supported Residents Associations 

in the area which cover a balanced demographic and the local schools are represented by 

the Safe Routes to School Group. 

In summary, the Council’s current proposals for Quietway 7 appear not to have received 

overwhelming support, pedestrians, cyclists and motorists are, it seems, equally 

concerned over all, or parts, of the scheme. The Society recommends that officers review 

the comments from the public consultation very carefully, and that they should also re-



examine the designs in critical locations, remembering that design guidance is just that, 

and no substitute for professional judgement on the merits in each particular case.   

I summarise our general comments as follows:  

Process:  

At a meeting on May 13 with your predecessor, Cllr Mark Williams, (at the Francis Peek 

Centre in Dulwich Park) it was agreed to follow a process of engagement on the lines of 

that for the recent local flood relief work. This process for Quietway 7 has been carried 

out with questionnaires, walkabouts and meetings arranged for you by Sustrans whose 

performance was regrettably marred by changes in staff and premature announcements of 

possible road schemes. We also had meetings with your officers, culminating in two public 

consultation meetings on February 27 and March 5. This process was somewhat confusing 

and exhausting for residents, only the hardiest could stay involved throughout. However, 

we do acknowledge that the final Southwark/Sustrans community engagement report was 

fair and balanced, and highlighted some key points for further examination including the 

impact of school coaches on traffic congestion in the Village area. 

 

Is the route chosen the right one?  

Many of our members feel that the obvious route for the Quietway should be south along 

College Road, rather than along the narrow congested Turney road, and Gypsy Hill.  Such a 

route would be a much cheaper option as there is likely to be much less disruption to 

parking restrictions, islands, road junctions etc. and it would have the benefit of serving 

the large concentration of schools in South Dulwich -  Dulwich College, Dulwich Prep 

London, Kingsdale, Ducks etc, surely a missed opportunity. It also appears to be the north-

south route preferred by the majority of the cyclists who attended the public meetings.  

 

Concerns over liaison and co-ordination between Southwark & Lambeth: 

There are concerns that the approach to the Quietway 7 route will be different in each 

borough. The recent public consultations have been carried out at different times and 

locations and it appears that no overall overview is being taken. For example, Lambeth 

have different proposals for Turney Road (Lambeth side) – marked advisory cycle lanes 

with parking controls (double yellow lines) on one side of the road -which could make it 

very confusing for cyclists and potentially unfair for residents along that stretch of the 

road. 

 

Changes to the Dulwich Village junction:  

There is considerable scepticism about this, especially the proposed reduction of the 

number of traffic lanes from 3 to 2 and the staggered pedestrian crossings. Given how 

busy this junction is, and how critical it is to traffic flow in the area (for cars AND 

cyclists), the absence of any modelling of the traffic effects resulting from this change on 

priority is a major flaw in the Quietway 7 proposal.  

 

 The proposed reduction in lanes combined with the change in priority in 

favour of Carlton Avenue over Court Lane will seriously impact on the residents 

of Court Lane, Woodwarde Road and the roads leading off Court Lane, as this will 

undoubtedly increase the congestion at the junction and lead to 



even longer queues of cars in Court Lane and Calton Avenue during the rush hours. 

It will also lead to rat running through Eastlands Crescent, and the other parallel 

residential roads, into Woodwarde Road, in order to access Carlton Avenue. 

 

 The siting of the new zebra crossing of Calton Avenue south west of 

Woodwarde Road, rather than at the location of the existing traffic island on the 

northeast. Officers say that this proposed location is based on current pedestrian 

flows but there is concern that cars turning left out of Woodwarde and trying to 

beat the changed priority traffic flow down Calton Ave will not give sufficient time 

or attention to the crossing. Also, children coming from the southeast will need to 

cross Woodwarde to reach the crossing or to return home whereas that would not 

be the case if it is placed where the refuge is currently. The bottom of Calton 

Avenue is a critical crossing for school children walking to and from many schools in 

the area, and is already difficult, even with a lollipop lady.  

 

The staggered pedestrian crossings will also increase pedestrian crossing times and 

tempt pedestrians to make the second leg of their crossing straight across, through 

moving traffic, rather than dog-legging. Their introduction is counter to the 

Council’s arguments for removing them as 'dangerous' at Townley Rd. It seems 

counter to both policy and safety. 

 Removal of guardrails outside the school: Residents and parents understand the 

general dangers of cyclists being trapped by guardrails but are not persuaded over 

the judgement made between the interests of cyclists and the interests of small 

children at this particular site. It is almost as if officers have been wilfully blind to 

the context. While their removal might improve cycling safety it does nothing for 

pedestrian, and child, safety.  

 Dislike of the ban on cars turning left from Dulwich Village northbound into 

Turney Road: There would appear to be no benefit to cyclists and considerable 

disbenefit to motorists. Council officers should examine alternative ways of 

accommodating this manoeuvre consistent with pedestrian safety near the school. 

 

There is a widespread concern on loss of on-street car parking: 

Aggregated losses are: 

 in Calton Avenue         13 spaces net 

 in Turney Road           20 spaces 

 in Dulwich Wood Avenue and Farquhar Road  47 spaces   

       80 spaces 

 

The proposed parking restrictions at the Village end of Calton Avenue will make parking 

impossible for some residents in that part of the road who do not have off street facilities.  

 

Reluctance to accept double yellow lines at junctions: 

There is a conflict between safety and parking provision. Whilst retaining parking is 

important, lines need to be sufficiently long to prevent parked cars blocking pedestrians 



from crossing and to maintain sight lines for drivers and pedestrians. The double yellow 

lines should be kept as short as possible consistent with safety. 

 

Doubts about swapping traffic islands with footway buildouts:  

We acknowledge that these are generally not liked by cyclists, but they are liked by 

parents of young children, and older people, who want the safety of crossing roads in two 

stages. These proposals also contribute to a loss of car parking. 

 

Dislike of road humps: 

The proposals for more of these are unpopular with car drivers and emergency services. If 

the local police enforced the 20mph limit they would not be needed and we urge you to 

instruct your officers to work with the Police on other means of enforcing the borough’s 20 

mph policy, including the new Community Road Watch programme. 

 

Doubts about the removal of centre line road marking: 

It is counter-intuitive to suggest this for safety reasons. What is the evidence that this 

improves safety for cyclists? 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Ian McInnes 

Chair Dulwich Society 

 

cc (by email) Helen Hayes MP  

Councillor Jon Hartley – College Ward 

Councillor Andy Simmons – College Ward 

Councillor James Barber – East Dulwich Ward 

Councillor Rosie Shimell – East Dulwich Ward 

Councillor Charlie Smith – East Dulwich Ward 

Councillor Anne Kirby - Village Ward  

Councillor Jane Lyons - Village Ward 

Councillor Michael Mitchell - Village Ward 

 


