Quietway 7,  New Church Rd to Benhill Rd

Response to Consultations (https://consultations.southwark.gov.uk/)

By Bruce Lynn, for Southwark Cyclists,  20/11/15

Specific questions in consultations
Support overall – No
Removing parking/yellow lines, Yes; Brunswick Park Jn, Yes.
Comments

General

The basic route of Quietway 7 is mostly good and will provide a useful link.  However, these very unambitious proposals will do little if anything to “overcome barriers to cycling” and attract new cyclists, which is of course the main aim of the Quietways programme.  

Roads, where narrow, must have much reduced parking and the overall route should have much more filtering to stop rat running through motor traffic.  This would create the “quieter, low traffic” environment that is the Quietways programme’s aim.  There are 2 primary schools on this route, these plans will not encourage parents to let their children cycle to school. For these reasons, although we support the few specific measures, we cannot approve this proposal overall.

Here are some suggestions for making the route much more cycle-friendly.

1.  A light controlled cycle crossing across New Church Rd.  Counts made around the morning peak on Thursday 19th November gave 800 motor vehicles per hour (2-way flows).  This equates to 9500 per day.  DfT Guidance (LTN 2/08: Cycle Infrastructure Design (2008)) says that above 8000 PCU/day signalised cycle crossings should be installed.  Observing the high motor traffic at this site indicates clearly that a proper cycle crossing is required.  Nothing is included in the proposal.
2. Carriageway narrowing in New Church St.  Amazingly, the proposal widens the motor carriageways at new Church St by reducing the present 3 normal lanes to 2 wide lanes. The information on the consultation document is quite wrong and presents a completely misleading picture.  It refers to “maintaining 4 m carriageway widths”.  But the Eastbound carriageway is only 2.7m and the westbound is 2 lanes of 2.5m.  What is happening here is carriageway WIDENING. This will speed up traffic and make the crossing more dangerous (it is close to a bend).  The opportunity should have been taken to widen the pavements so that the crossing could easily be made without the need for a central island.  Although outside the scope of this consultation, some space could also have been used for cycle lanes on this popular E-W route.

3. Edmund Street from New Church to Picton.  

a. The Consultation notes say this has already been subject to “highway works” consultation.  However, this was not a consultation on a cycle Quietway and this section certainly needs to be improved as it is one of the worst parts of the route.

b. This is the site of major new building that includes plenty of parking off street.  There is no need for any on street parking on this narrow stretch of road
c. Filtering.  There is no need for this segment of Edmund Street to be a through road.  There are easy alternatives that are nowhere near capacity.  By filtering Edmund St close to the Primary School it would be possible to create a quiet access road that would allow residents, including children, from the new blocks safe access by bike or walking to Burgess Park.  It would also provide a safe route for at least part of many journeys to the school, so encouraging active travel.

d. It has to be remembered that we have a particular duty to ensure that handicapped cyclists can have equal access to cycle routes. Such cyclists frequently ride tricycles.  Due to the extra width there are particular problems with narrow roads that, like Edmund Street, have significant levels of motor traffic.  For such cyclists, maintaining a decent carriageway width by removing parking, or better still filtering to reduce traffic to access only, will make the difference between being able to use a route and not being able to.

