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1.1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarises the outcome of the statutory consultation relating to
the proposals for the Fox Lane Area Quieter Neighbourhood and
recommends that the scheme be implemented with some modifications to
take into account the various comments received.

2.1

2.2

23

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Quieter Neighbourhood scheme for the Fox Lane Area as illustrated in
Appendix A be implemented, including:

Provision of neighbourhood zone encouraging lower speeds with entry
treatments using signs and planters;

Provision of speed humps in Fox Lane;

“3D speed cushion” markings in Devonshire Road,

Informal crossing point at the Amberley Road / Fox Lane junction;
Point No Entry on Meadway;

School Street in Cannon Road

That the following is noted;

. Road narrowing, other than at junctions, is not progressed;
o Measures for the Meadway/Greenway junction will be brought forward for
consultation with ward councillors and local residents.

That the traffic management orders be made to bring the scheme into operation,
including any necessary experimental traffic management order relating to the
point no-entry in the Meadway and the Cannon Road School Street.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

BACKGROUND

Quieter Neighbourhoods form an integral part of the Council’s Cycle Enfield
Project, aimed at creating a '‘Better Enfield’ with healthy streets where
walking and cycling takes precedence over through traffic.

Work on the Fox Lane Quieter Neighbourhood began back in 2015 with a
perception survey and a series of workshops with residents to explore
possible engineering interventions. Building on this initial engagement with
residents there has been further consultation to enable residents to
contribute towards the development of the scheme.

CONSULTATION

Aspects of the scheme required the making of traffic management orders
to bring some elements of the scheme into operation. In line with the
requirements of the Local Authorities' Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England
and Wales) Regulations 1996, notice of the Council's proposals was
published in the London Gazette, the Enfield Independent and by way of
street notices erected in every affected road within the area. Notices were
also sent to the various prescribed statutory consultees, including the
emergency services, bus operators and road-user groups. The statutory
consultation ran for 3 weeks from 1 November until the 22 November 2017.

In addition to the minimum legal requirement, leaflets were delivered to
approximately 2,500 local residents in the area, St Monica’'s RC Primary
School and other interested parties, directing them to the consultation
website to view the detailed proposals for each street.

The draft proposals consulted on comprised of five key elements:

Sinusoidal speed humps on Fox Lane;

Point No Entry on Meadway / Bourne Avenue junction;

3D painted speed cushions in Devonshire Road;

Continuous footways — at Lakeside Road, Grovelands Road, Old
Park Road and Devonshire Road; and

. A neighbourhood zone encouraging lower speeds with entry
treatments using signs and planters

Consultation results

In total 480 consultation responses were received, including from the
following key stakeholders:

. Federation of Enfield Residents’ and Allied Associations (FERAA);
o Fox Lane and District Residents’ Association;
o Better Streets for Enfield/Enfield Cycling Campaign

Copies of these responses are attached as Appendix B and the various
issues raised by all respondents addressed in the tables below.
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3.8

3.9

3.10

3.1

3.12

No formal written response was received from St Monica’'s School
despite positive telephone conversations with officers about the
proposed School Street. In addition, no responses were received from
the Emergency Services or other statutory consultees.

Overall, some 59% of responses expressed some level of support for the
scheme. The breakdown of responses by road can be seen in the tables
included in Appendix B to this report.

This remainder of this section of the report sets out and addresses the
objections to the various measures proposed, including those relating to:

Speed humps

Displacement / disruption of traffic

Congestion

Parking

Proposals would make life difficult for residents of the area
Issues caused by introduction of cycle lanes on the A105

Sinusoidal Speed Humps

Sinusoidal speed humps' are proposed for Fox Lane as a necessary
measure to reduce speed and will be introduced at regular intervals. This
approach leads to a self-enforced reduction in speed. '
Sinusoidal speed humps address residents’ concerns about noise and
vibration due to the smoother ramp profile that reduces the jolting
sometimes experienced on traditional speed humps.

A sinusoidal hump is a development of the traditional speed hump in that the hump starts
relatively flat and then become progressively steeper in the direction of travel. It then curves
over the top and then the gradient reduces gradually on the other side. This profile has the
same effect, but is much more comfortable to cycle over.
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Table 1

Comments and objections in this
category related to the increase
in noise and vibrations that
speed humps can cause and the
associated disturbance to
residents.

Ref | Comment / Objection Officer Response

1 Speed Humps do not work — A | Speed humps used in isolation are not
number of comments and as effective as when used, as in this
objections related to the instance, in a series with the correct
ineffectiveness of speed humps | spacing applied to achieve the desired
and speed cushions. speed limit. In these circumstances they

are very effective and studies show that
they can have a reduction in speed of
up to 10mph.

2 Speed humps increase Research has shown that some traffic
pollution — Comments and calming measures can cause some
objections in this category increase in harmful emissions, particular
related to a concern that speed old-style speed humps. However, as
humps can increase emissions if | speed humps are generally used in
drivers accelerate aftera hump . | residential roads with low vehicle
and brake hard before the next numbers, speed humps do not
hump. significantly contribute to the total

amount of vehicle pollutants. In this
case, any potential risk is mitigated by
the use of sinusoidal humps spaced to
ensure that a smooth and constant rate
of speed can be maintained.

3 Noise and vibration — There is the possibility that the

introduction of speed humps could
marginally increase the level of
background noise and vibration. It is
likely that any increase in noise and
vibration will be due to large or empty
goods vehicles rather than from cars.
Consequently, wherever speed humps
have been proposed we are using a
new ‘sinusoidal’ speed hump profile
which provides a smoother transition
and should reduce the level of noise and
vibration caused by any vehicles
travelling over them. '
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Speed humps damage cars
and cause collisions —
comments and suggestions in
this category related to the
concern that speed humps cause
damage to the suspension and
steering of cars.

The current guidance on the design of
speed humps is based on thorough
research in to what is the most
appropriate profile for each type of
measure. This has been done to reduce
the level of discomfort and damage to
the suspension and steering
components of a car. It is also not
possible to say that speed humps are
the sole cause of any damage as other
factors in daily driving, could also
contribute to wear and tear on the
components. However, long-term
damage is only likely if, for instance,
people regularly drive over speed
humps without slowing down sufficiently.

20mph limit not needed -
Comments and objections in this
category suggested that in many
roads vehicles could not achieve
20mph due to existing parking
narrowing the road.

In some roads within the area, the
vehicle speeds are lower than the
current speed limit of 30mph. However,
the intention of these proposals is to
introduce a neighbourhood zone where
drivers are reminded to consider their
speed.

3.13 Having considered all of the comments and objections received, It is
recommended that the proposed sinusoidal speed humps for Fox Lane be
implemented as shown in Appendix A.

Bourne Avenue Proposals

3.14 Survey data suggests that Meadway was one of the main through routes
in the Fox Lane area. Introducing a point no-entry the Meadway/Bourne
Avenue junction would disrupt the flow of traffic through this area and make
the route less attractive. However, it is acknowledged that this would mean
that some residents would be restricted to accessing their properties from

3.15

one direction only.

Changes to the junction layouts at Bourne Avenue/The Bourne and Bourne
Avenue/Parkway are also proposed to make routes less attractive for

through traffic.

Table 2
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Ref | Comment/ Objection Officer Response

1 | Congestion / displacement — | Any engineering measure, which restricts
Comments and objections in the flow of traffic in one direction, is likely
this category suggested to cause some displacement, as drivers
concerns with the potential using through routes tend to be doing this
displacement of traffic on to as it is a more direct route to their
neighbouring roads. destination and/or it saves time. The

proposals consulted upon provide a
balance between the needs of residents,
residents in adjoining streets and other
road users. However, it is proposed that
the scheme be introduced initially on an
experimental basis to enable the impact
to be fully assessed.

2 | Longer journeys / additional | The point no-entry could reduce the level
journeys — Comments and of through traffic, but may also cause
objections in this category some inconvenience to local residents
related to not being able to living in the wider area. Again, a trial of
access roads directly, due to the scheme will allow the impact to be
the location of the proposals. monitored before a decision is made

whether to make the scheme permanent.

3 | Point no entry should be Initially the proposed 'point no entry’ was
adjusted — Comments in this positioned outside Nos. 36/38 to prevent
category provided suggestions | southbound traffic on Bourne Avenue
on an adjustment to the from proceeding directly into Meadway
location of the proposed entry. | since, by introducing a smali diversion,

this would make the route less
convenient. However, following additional
discussions with residents and further
review of the original survey data,
repositioning the ‘point no entry’ near
Nos. 47/49 may deter a greater amount of
through traffic from entering the area
initially.

4 | Not needed — Comments and | This proposal was based on previous

objections in this category
suggested that the proposals
were unnecessary.

engagement with residents who had
complained about through traffic and
congestion. Surveys suggest that there
are routes that traffic is using to pass
through the area and to achieve the aims
of the Quieter Neighbourhood programme
these need to be reduced.
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Detailed design issues — The issues raised relate to the detailed
some observations about the design of the junctions and can be
detailed design of the Bourne overcome though the use of appropriate
Avenue junctions were raised, | signing and lining. In addition, the final
with suggestions for minor design will be subject to an independent
amendments. safety audit and any necessary changes
made prior to works being implemented.

3.16 Reducing the volume of through traffic is key to making a Quieter

Neighbourhood more appealing to walking and cycling, the introduction of
a point no entry feature will help achieve this. Having considered all of the
comments and objections received, it is recommended that the changes to
the junctions along Bourne Avenue be implemented, with the location of
the point-no entry at the junction with Meadway adjusted to reflect views of
residents. This element of the proposals would be implemented
experimentally to enable further adjustments and an opportunity for
residents to provide further feedback.

Planters

3.17 The idea of introducing planters, particularly at the entrance to the area, is

to try to deter vehicles from turning in by forcing them to give way to
vehicles exiting the area.

3.18 In addition, to help make using the residential routes less appealing to

through traffic, the option was. presented to residents that additional
planters could be introduced along residential roads to create additional
road narrowing.

Table 3
Ref | Comment / Objection Officer Response
1 | Inconvenience to residents / Any engineering measure that restricts
deliveries — Comments and the flow of traffic is likely to cause some
objections in this category displacement and inconvenience.
suggest that there would be an Making these roads less desirable to
increase in inconvenience to through traffic will reduce the volume of
residents having to make longer | through traffic. However, this does mean
detours to access their road. some inconvenience is caused to
residents, but in this instance it is likely
.| to be minimal.
7
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Congestion - Comments and
objections in this category
suggest that there would be
increased congestion for
vehicles looking to turn into the
area and that this might increase
the risk of collisions.

The proposals consulted on are
designed to reduce the level of through
traffic turning into the area. By restricting
turning into the area drivers are more
likely to remain ‘on the main routes,
consequently reducing through traffic in
the area and congestion at the junction
as through traffic is likely seek an
alternative and easier route and
consequently reducing risk of collisions.

Loss of parking spaces -
Comments and objections in this
category related mainly to the
belief that the proposal to narrow
the road meant the loss of
parking places.

The proposal for planters at junctions
does not result in the loss of any parking
as these are placed within the areas
where existing double yellow lines are in
place. The proposal to introduce
additional road narrowing along the road
would reduce some parking and, in the
light consultation feedback, it is
recommended that this element be
omitted at this stage. The need for
additional traffic calming measures can
be reviewed in light of the post-
implementation monitoring results.

W9 Bus — Comments in this

category related to the potential
difficulty the W9 bus would face
with the introduction of planters

Some concerns have been raised
regarding possible delays to buses
caused by planters located close to
junctions. This will be monitored and
planters repositioned if necessary. It is
also noted that the bus operator has not
objected to the scheme.

The planters will be placed with
sufficient space for cars to queue within
the side road, therefore limiting the
effect on turning movements.

3.19 Having considered all of the comments and objections received; it is

recommended that planters be introduced at the junctions shown in
. Appendix A and that the maintenance of these be incorporated within the
wider grounds maintenance contract.

School Street

3.20 The idea of a school street is to provide a car free area in front of schools
at the start and end of the school day (Monday to Friday 8.00am to 9.15am
and 2.30pm to 4.00pm). By creating a car-free area it is hoped that this will
encourage more walking and cycling to school and create a safer

environment outside the school.
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Table 4

Ref

Comment / Objection

Officer Response

Increased congestion at
school times — Comments and
objections in this category
suggested that the School Street
would lead to more congestion at
peak school times as drivers
used alternative roads to reach
the school or for parking.

The proposal is designed to restrict
school run traffic entering a cul-de-sac
during am and pm peak times when
there are high levels of pedestrian and
vehicle movements. It is acknowledged
that an effect of this is that some school
traffic could use other roads for parking,
particularly Conway Road (because of
the footpath link to Cannon Road).
However, many of the properties in
Conway Road have off-street parking
and it is noted that only 19% of those
that responded to the consultation from
Conway Road objected to the school
street proposal. It is proposed to
implement the school street on an
experimental basis so that the impact on
Conway Road (and other streets) can be.
fully evaluated and further consultation
undertaken before it is decided if this
aspect of the scheme be made
permanent. Reducing conflict between
vehicles and children in the immediate
vicinity of the school is prioritised
through this approach.

3.22 Having considered all the comments and objections received, it is
recommended that the school street be introduced as shown in Appendix
A on an experimental basis to determine its impact on the wider area.

Additional consultation comments

3.23

In -addition to feedback on the specific proposals outlined above, the

following table captures those more general comments and objections that

were received:

PL 18/047 P




Table §

Comments in this category blamed the
changes in traffic and the reason behind
the Quieter Neighbourhood programme
on the construction of the A105 Cycle
Lane and asking for the A105 to be
returned to its previous layout.

Ref | Comment/ Objection Officer Response
1 Proposals not necessary — Comments | Quieter Neighbourhoods are a
and objections in this category related to | key part of the Cycle Enfield
the statutory consultation not being strategy, ensuring that the
necessary due to the feedback received | adverse effect of through traffic
during the informal consultation. in residential areas is
addressed. As such the Council
has provided a method of
consultation that has enabled
residents to provide their views.
2 Consequence of Cycle Enfield — The Quieter Neighbourhood

programme is Borough-wide
and aims to reduce traffic in our
residential roads and
neighbourhoods.

Through traffic in the Fox Lane
area pre-dates the introduction
of cycle lanes along A105,
which were introduced
following extensive consultation
and engagement.

The proposals for this area are
aimed at tackling historical
issues as well as responding to
any change in traffic behaviour
possibly as a result of the
introduction of the major
scheme, but also because of
changes in driver behaviour
with the increasing use of sat-
navs and various apps, such as
WAZE, which seek to
encourage drivers to find more
direct routes to destinations.
The net result being more
traffic on our residential roads.
The Cycle Enfield scheme on
the A105 is now complete and
the road will not be returned to
its previous layout.

10
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Congestion/Displacement — Comments
in this category were concerned that in
combination with the A105 Cycle
Scheme, that the proposals would just
cause additional congestion or equally
just displace traffic on to adjacent roads,
simply furthering the problem.

The Quieter Neighbourhood
proposals are aimed at slowing
traffic and are not likely to
cause additional congestion.
However, any engineering
measure that restricts the flow
of traffic could cause some
displacement. The proposals
seek to balance the need for
vehicles to safely move through
the area whilst minimising the
likelihood of displacement onto
adjoining residential streets.

Additional Measures — Comments in this
category were asking for either changes
to the proposals or to introduce additional
measures (e.g. additional signs) in roads
within the area affected if these proposals
were implemented.

The Council has a limited
budget for Quieter
Neighbourhoods and we are
looking to maximise the
benefits of the programme
across the whole Borough.

As a result, interventions need
to be carefully targeted to
maximise the benefits. The
proposed scheme is not
anticipated to divert traffic into
other residential streets, but the
situation can be monitored
post-implementation and
adjustments made to the
scheme if necessary.

Flawed Consultation - Comments and
objections in this category were all
similarly structured and listed a number of
different reasons why the consultation
should be postponed and revisited after
the local elections once the opportunity
has been taken to improve the process.
These comments and objections also
called for traffic calming options to be
introduced on Greens Lanes, which was
outside of the scope of the Quieter
Neighbourhood proposals.

Additionally, there were comments about
the suitability of the materials used as
part of the consultation and a suggestion
that a public exhibition should be held.

Also, comments were expressed about
the unusual procedure that was used for

The consultation process has
been extensive, enabling
residents to engage at a
formative stage in the
development of the scheme,
with sufficient time and
information to enable proper
consideration of the proposals.

Green Lanes has seen a wide
range of traffic calming
measures as part of the A105
major project and no further
measures are considered
necessary at this stage.

The technical drawings have
enough detail for local
residents and businesses to be
able to identify locations. The

11
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the consultation and statutory

consultation and that this method would
only allow for minor changes to be made.

maps supplied are from
ordnance survey and are used
nationally. Additionally the only
junctions shown in the
drawings are the ones being
treated to reduce confusion.

It is permissible to partially
make a traffic order to give
effect to some of the proposals
thereby allowing construction,
while deferring a decision on
other aspects to allow for
further consideration.

permanently.

Trials — Comments and objections in this
category were in reference to proposed
measures being trialled to see if residents
still remained in favour of the proposal
before the measures were implemented

The trials proposed during the
public meetings were for road
closures. These measures
have not been included in the
final scheme.

Further measures proposed

3.24 In addition to the measures outlined above that received specific
objections, the following proposals form part of the recommendations for
this Quieter Neighbourhood area:

e 3D speed cushion markings in Devonshire Road — In trials by TfL this
approach has been shown to be a cost-effective method to help reduce
speeds and this effective in making drivers slow down.
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Informal crossing point at the Amberley Road / Fox Lane junction —
During the consultation residents expressed concerns that crossing the
side roads along Fox Lane could be dangerous. However, the number
of pedestrians using this route could not justify (or meet the criteria for)
formal crossings. We are proposing to trial (at one junction to begin with)
a patterned road surface across the mouth of the junction using a
thermoplastic road marking material. The intention is to provide drivers
with a visual indication to expect pedestrians crossing the road.

Slower speed signage — Speed surveys showed that actual speeds in
the area do not match with residents’ perception of speed. However
these proposals include the introduction of a neighbourhood zone which
will be referenced by neighbourhood signs added to the planters at
junctions. This signage will include visual reminders to drivers that they
are entering a neighbourhood zone and encouraging them to slow down.
A review of speeds post implementation on a series of roads is part of
the monitoring of these proposals.

Road layout changes Bourne Avenue — This is designed to make routes
less desirable to vehicles turning into the area. The junction layouts at
Bourne Avenue / The Bourne and Bourne Avenue / Parkway will be
revised to make it less appealing for drivers to travel through.
Appropriate signing will be in place to properly inform drivers of the new
road layout and monitoring will be undertaken to address any issues that
may arise.

Meadway / Greenway junction

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

A further issue has been raised by residents and stakeholders regarding
driver behaviour at the Meadway / Greenway junction. Drivers are cutting
the corner when making the turn from Greenway into Meadway.

The intention is for the wider Quieter Neighbourhood proposals to reduce
the overall volume of traffic cutting through this area and to date there is
no personal injury collision history at this junction. However, it is
acknowledged that this junction remains a concern for local residents
and as such further measures on a trial basis are being considered.

In summary, the proposal {subject to completion of a safety audit) is for
the reduction of the hatching in this area and the installation of a small
temporary island with reflective bollard. Once installed, a video survey
would then take place to assist in monitoring the impacts of this
intervention. This element would then be incorporated into the longer-
term monitoring of the wider Quieter Neighbourhood measures to inform
any next steps for the entire area.

The proposed measures require further discussion with local residents
in order to gain their views. As such, whilst this report sets out the issue
and provides a summary of the proposals, the recommendation for this
report is for this proposal to be noted, subject to final agreement from
ward councillors and local residents.

13
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3.29 This approach will enable the wider Fox Lane Quieter Neighbourhood

improvement measures to be progressed, with approval to proceed with
these additional works should the support of ward councillors and local
residents be secured. If these proposals are not agreed, a separate local
consultation process will be held to discuss the Meadway / Greenway
junction further.

Measures already implemented

3.30 The consultation also included proposals for continuous footways at the

junction with Aldermans Hill and Lakeside Road, Grovelands Road, Old
Park Road and Devonshire Road. Early analysis of the consultation results
indicated that these measures were broadly welcomed. As there were no
traffic order considerations related to the implementation of these
measures they were implemented as a stand-alone improvement and
constructed during the early part of 2018.

Monitoring of these proposals

3.31

3.32

3.33

The purpose of these combined measures is to both reduce the speed and
volume of motor traffic through the Fox Lane Quieter Neighbourhood area.
A review showed that there were a number of roads with similar
characteristics and as a result vehicle speeds were likely to be similar. As
such traffic officers conducted surveys prior to the implementation of similar
measures to record the speed and volume in the following roads:

Burford Gardens
Caversham Avenue
Cranley Gardens
Derwent Road
Devonshire Road
Lakeside Road

St Georges Road

Once the full range of measures are implemented the Council is committed
to repeating these speed and volume surveys to determine the impact of
these proposals. Depending on the results, alternative measures could be
trialled if further reductions are considered necessary in order to create an
environment where walking and cycling are facilitated and seen as the
preferred form of travel.

In addition, further monitoring will take place to review the implementation
of the school street, the Amberley Road crossing and the further measures
proposed at the Greenway / Meadway junction.

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

14
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4.1

42

4.3

6.1

6.1.1

6.2

6.2.1

Do nothing — This is not recommended as Quieter Neighbourhoods
form an essential part of the strategy to promote walking and cycling in
the Borough.

Implement the scheme as consulted on — This is not recommended
as several comments made in response to the consultation raised
legitimate issues that have been addressed as part of the development
of the final scheme.

Introduction of modal filters — This option was considered, but is not
recommended at this time, subject to the monitoring of the
recommendations contained with this report.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed recommendations will enable a scheme to be
implemented that promotes walking and cycling by reducing the impact
of traffic in the Fox Lane area. In view of the mixed response to the
proposed point no-entry, it is also recommended that this be installed on
a trial basis, with further consultation undertaken before a final decision
is made whether it should be retained, removed or modified.

COMMENTS OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR RESOURCES AND
OTHER DEPARTMENTS

Financial Implications

The estimated cost for implementing the scheme is up to £116,000. The
funding of the scheme will be met from the 2018/2019 Local
Implementation Plan TfL Quieter Neighbourhood allocation previously
agreed by the Lead Member.

Expenditure once approved by Transport for London, will be fully funded
by means of direct grant from TfL; hence no costs fall on the Council.

The release of funds by TfL is based on a process that records the
progress of works against approved spending profiles. TfL make
payments against certified claims that can be submitted as soon as
expenditure is incurred, ensuring that the Council benefits from prompt
reimbursement of any expenditure.

Legal Implications

The Highways Act 1980 provides a general power for the Council to
improve highways as well as specific powers to introduce road humps.
The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 and supporting regulations enable
the Council to make traffic management orders to restrict traffic in a
variety of ways, including the introduction of a 20mph speed limit, banned
turns and prescribed routes.

15
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6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.3

In exercising powers under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, section
122 of the Act imposes a duty on the Council to have regard (so far as
practicable) to securing the ‘expeditious, convenient and safe movement
of vehicular and other traffic (including pedestrians) and the provision of
suitable and adequate parking facilities on and off the highway’. The
Council must also have regard to such matters as the desirability of
securing and maintaining reasonable access to premises and the effect
on the amenities of any locality affected. Any final decision to implement
any scheme needs to take account of the considerations set out above
and the outcome of public consultation.

As part of the traffic order making process, there is a statutory
requirement to consult a number of prescribed bodies and others likely to
be affected by the scheme. The final decision to implement the scheme
needs to take into the various representations and objections received,
as outlined in the report.

Under the Greater London Authority (GLA) Act 1999, the Mayor is
empowered, through TfL, to provide grants to London Boroughs to assist
with the implementation of the Transport Strategy. TfL is charged with
responsibility of ensuring that the key rationale for allocating grants is the
_delivery of the Mayor’'s Transport Strategy.

Property Implications
None Ildentified.

KEY RISKS

The key risks relating to the scheme are summarised below together,
where relevant, with steps taken to mitigate the level of risk:

Risk Category Comments/Mitigation

more people walking and cycling.

cost.

Strategic Risk: The scheme does not reduce traffic levels and result in

Mitigation: Post-implementation monitoring to take piace
and further measures could be introduced at relatively low

Operational Risk: Disruption during construction.

work in the area.
Risk: Sub-standard construction.

contractors, with a proven track record in Enfield.

Mitigation: Traffic management arrangements will be
designed to minimise disruption for local residents.
Roadworks will also be co-ordinated to take account of other

Mitigation: Scheme being designed and supervised by
experienced designers and built by experienced professional

16
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Risk Category

Comments/Mitigation

Financial

Risk: Insufficient funds/cost escalation.

Mitigation: Funding from TfL has been allocated to the
scheme and the estimated implementation cost falls within
the available budget. Controls are in place to ensure that
order is not placed until price is known and budget confirmed.

8.
8.1

9.1

9.2

organisations.

account views of local residents.

Reputational Risk: Opposition to scheme from some local residents/

Mitigation: Consultation has been undertaken to take into

Regulatory Risk: Failure to comply with statutory requirements.

procedures.

Mitigation: Scheme being delivered by experienced
designers, with support from experts in the various statutory

IMPACT ON COUNCIL PRIORITIES

The scheme supports the Council’s corporate aim to promote ‘good
homes in well-connected neighbourhoods’. It particular, it will help ‘Drive
investment in rail, roads and cycling infrastructure to improve
connectivity and support economic development’, by: '

Reducing congestion,

Improving air quality; and

Encouraging people to walk and cycle through the continued
" implementation of Cycle Enfield and associated active travel

programmes.

EQUALITY IMPACT IMPLICATIONS

Local authorities have a responsibility to meet the Public Sector Duty of
the Equality Act 2010. The Act gives people the right not to be treated
less favourably because of any of the protected characteristics. We need
to consider the needs of these diverse groups when designing and
changing services or budgets so that our decisions it do not unduly or
disproportionately affect access by some groups more than others.

In recommending this proposal, we have considered the needs of all
highway users including those from the protected characteristic groups.
All members of the community have full access to the highways.
However, it is recognised that some protected groups may have practical
problems in using the service. We are confident that these proposals will
ensure that everyone will continue to benefit from this service.

17

PL 18/047 P



9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

10.

12.

12.1

The Council are looking to introduce an informal 20mph zone with traffic
calming on roads within what we have defined as the Fox Lane Quieter
Neighbourhood Area to reduce vehicle speeds and volume through the
neighbourhood. The aim is that reduced vehicle speeds and volume may
improve safety for pedestrians, cyclists as well as for motorists and will
also encourage and facilitate the use of more sustainable modes of
transport. It is possible that the scheme could result in some displaced
traffic transferring on to adjacent roads, but m|t|gat|on measures are
being considered.

The proposal will restrict vehicles to 20mph within the area, with Fox
Lane in particular having traditional traffic calming measures installed
(speed humps). It is understood that certain protected groups can
experience some discomfort when traversing the types of measures
proposed. However, where possible the Council is using a new type of
profile for the speed humps called ‘sinusoidal’. This type of ramp profile
aims to provide a smoother transition and reduce the jolting effects,
which can be felt within a-vehicle.

Post-implementation monitoring will be carried out to determine how
effective the measures have been. Any adverse impact on socio-
economic inequality is likely to be low, as those on low incomes are less
likely to own cars and more likely to walk or cycle. The scheme is
therefore expected to benefit those of lower incomes, promoting active
travel and the associated health benefits by providing safer and healthier
streets.

In conclusion, no negative impact on residents or users from the
protected characteristic groups are anticipated if the report
recommendations are implemented.

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

The scheme will have limited impact on performance when considered
in isolation. However, the scheme will contribute to a number of key
targets, including those relating to improving the health of adults and
children in the Borough, reducing the number of vulnerable road users
injured on our roads, and increasing the use of sustainable means of
travel.

PUBLIC HEALTH IMPLICATIONS

The scheme directly improves conditions for people to walk and cycle in
the Fox Lane area. This will make walking and cycling more attractive,
encouraging more people to take part in active travel. The scheme
therefore supports the Council’s wider strategy to improve public health
by increasing levels of physical activity.

18
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12.2 Meeting physical activity guidelines is associated with reducing long-
term conditions, such as diabetes, cardiovascular, chronic respiratory
and chronic neurological conditions, by 20-40%. Long-term conditions
account for 70% of the NHS budget. This scheme will therefore
contribute to both supporting the NHS and improving health in the
Borough.

Background Papers

No background papers have been used in the preparation of this report.
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Federation of Enfield Residents and Allied Assoclations

QUIETER NEIGHBOURHOODS CONSULTATION — FOX LANE AREA

Introduction
FERAA is an organisation which represents 20 resldents assoclations In the London Borough of

Enfield with a total membership of between 6000 and 7000 households.

A member of the Federation’s executive committee, who is a retired Chartered Civll Engineer and
has many years of experience of employment in traffic engineering In the both the private and

public sectors (including working for L.B. Enfield for 20 years), has looked into this matter on
behalf of FERAA.
As a result of studying carefully Enfield Council's consultation document and Its technical

drawings, the comments made by the Fox Lane and District Residents Associatlon (one of

FERAA's constituent members) and several site visits, FERAA has produced the comments that

are below for consideration by London Borough of Enfield.

General comments

FERAA considers that,
1. The overall scheme plan showing the proposed measures is unclear in terms of details of
exactly where the proposed traffic calming features would be located.

2. The technical drawings are of limited use because of a lack of visible property numbers, not
showing the locations of footway vehicular crossovers, not hav]n’g any north points and only

covering a limited number of junctions.

3. In view of 1 and 2 above there is obviously a real need for there to be a local public
exhibition of the plans with one or more technically knowledgeable member of staff from

e




the Council's Environmental Services Dept and/or its consulting engineers present, who

could answer any guestions.

. There are serlous concerns about the potential loss of parking spaces in the residential
roads leading off Fox Lane which are currently heavily parked. Some of these roads have
been affected by displaced parking from Green Lanes which Is occurring as one of the
consequencas of tha introduction of the cycle lanes on that road.

. In general there is no opposition to the proposals for 20 mph speed limits in this residential
area. However installing planters to block half of the road width at the entrances and exits
to residential roads has safety implications. It is likely that queues of vehicles waiting to
enter the residential roads would form on the adjacent main roads (Aldermans Hill and
Bourne Hill) because the drivers of these vehicles would have to give way to exiting traffic.
There would therefore be a significant risk of “shunt” type accidents occurring on these
main roads, where traffic speeds are higher. There would thus certainly be danger for

pedestrians crossing these roads as well as other road users.

. There would be problems for the W9 bus route as these buses would have great difficulty
negotiating Cranley Gardens' entrance and exit where the road would be narrowed to one

lane by planters.

. At the initial public consultation meetings local residents were informed by L.B. Enfield
officers that the traffic calming measures would be Installed experimentally on a small
number of roads prior to being implemented throughout the area. This would have been a
much more acceptable way of carrying out these changes because ant problems that might
arise could be identified, and hopefully rectified, at an early stage of the works.

. The highly unusual procedure that has been adopted by L.B. Enfield of advertising the legal
Traffic Orders at the same time as it is carrying out this consultation is inherently
undemocratic. The practical effect of it will be that, even If there are numerous objections to
major features of the scheme, the Council would still only be legally able to make minor
changes to the present draft Traffic Order. Major changes would require that a revised
version of the draft Traffic Order would have to be advertised. Consequentiy, if major -
changes to the proposed scheme are actually suggested by a significant numbers of '
people, as a result of this consultation, this should definitely happen — even though it would
mean that there would have to be another three week long objection period.




Proposals for Meadway / Bourne Avenue Area

(These comments relate to drawing no. QN/FOX/TMO/0003. The three smaller plans within this
drawing do not have any north points, so the comments below have been written assuming that
the normal convention of north being at the top of each plan has been used) ’

In general FERAA is not opposed to the principle of introducing suitable measures in these roads
that are intended to discourage “rat running” between The Bourne and High Street. However it has

a number of significant objections to the actual designs of these measures, which are detailed

below.

The Bourne / Bourne Avenue Junction

The proposed “point no entry” which is shown on the plan already exists. However It is considered
that It should be replaced by making the whole length of the road on the south eas;t side of the
triangular island one way, in the south westerly direction. The main reason for this is that it would
obviously carry more traffic If the road on the west side of the island were to be made one way

northbound — which is what s what Is implied by the road markings shown on the plan at the north

end of this section of road.

A secondary reason is that there might well be danger of a head-on collision occurring if the driver
of a vehicle emerging from no. 1 Bourne Avenue were to turn right Into the section of road on the
south east side of the triangular island and travelled towards The Bourne. Drivers are presently
entitled to do this but,.if all vehicles entering Bourne Avan_ue from The Bourne were to use this

section of road, this infrequently occurring situation would probably not be something that they

were expecting to encounter.
One consequence of the changes suggested above would be that the proposed extension to the
southern part of the triangular island, and the associated road markings, would have to be

modified. This would necessary to ensure that the driver of a vehicle emerging from no. 1 Bourne

Avenue, and wishing to go towards The Bourne, would be able to make a right turn at this point.

e 1]
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Bourne Avenus / Parkway Junction

The road markings shown on the plan suggest that the Intention is to make the section of road to
the west of the large traffic island (outside nos. 18 to 22) one way northbound and the section of
road to the east of this traffic island (outside nos. 19, 21 823 22) one way southbound. The latter

assumption is backed up by the “Turn Left” road marking that Is shawn on Parkway.

If the above assumptions are correct it would not be appropriate to use a “point no entry” at the
southern end of the section of road that is In front no. 23. The reason for this is the same as the

reason, given above, for making the section of road in front of No 1 Bourne Avenue one way.

In this case if the driver of a vehicle emerging from no. 23 Bourne Avenue were to turn right into
this section of road on the east side of the large island and drive towards The Bourne there might
well be danger of a head-on collision occurring with a southbound vehicle. Driver travelling

southwards on this éecﬂ'on of road obviously would not be expecting to encounter this infrequently
occurring situation.

One consequence of the changes suggested above Would be that the proposed road markings at
the north and south ends of the large island would have to be modified. This would be necessary
to ensure that vehicles travelling nortwards on Bourne Avenue would be able to make a right turn
into Parkway and that vehicles approaching the junction on Parkway would be able to make a right

turn into Bourne Avenue and continue travelling northwards towards The Bourne.

Bourne Avenue / Meadway Junction (at northern corner of the large traffic island)

There are no objection to the proposal to install a “point no entry” outside no.38 Bourne Avenue.
However FERAA considers that it would be important to make it clear to the drivers of vehicles
travelling northwards on the section of road that is to the west of the large traffic island (outside

nos. 44 to 38) that It is a.two way road. This could be done by installing an appropriate sign and

-

road markings.




Bourne Avenue / Meadway Junction (at eastern corner of the large traffic island)

The plans do not show this part of the junction but FERAA'’s view is that consideration should be
given to providing a Give Way sign and triangular road marking, plus a small traffic island, on the
Meadway approach to the junction. The reason‘whythat these measures are considered to be
necessary is that they would prevent those drivers who continued to use Meadway as a “rat run”,
from The Bourne to High Street, from cutting the right turn that they would have to make at this
part of the junction.

One cdnsequence of the changes suggested above would be that an existing single car residents

parking bay, located outside no. 38 Meadway, would have to be removed, and possibly relocated

elsewhere in the area.
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me:“
Date: 19 November 2017 at 17:42:02 GMT

Subject: LA concerns about the Fox Lane Area Quieter Neighbourhood
consultation

Dear Councillor

The committee of Fox Lane Residents Association has concerns about the ongoing Quieter
Neighbourhood consultation and has urged its members to respond individually giving their
views. We would also like our local councillors to consider the following points:

The FLDRA committee welcomes creating a 20mph zone within the Fox Lane Area under
the Quieter Neighbourhoods Consultation, We are aware that there are a range of views on
this scheme (as there are on the committee) but the committee feels that these points should
be addressed: :

1.This consultation should be delayed until the A105 Green Lanes Cycle Scheme has been
finished and a further short period to see how the traffic settles down on Green Lanes and its
effects on local residential roads. To carry out changes to residential roads now is premature
and goes against what we were told at the time of earlier consultations on Quieter

Neighbourhoods.

22 2.The map detailing the changes in the Fox Lane Area is unclear in terms of details of exactly
where the calming features are being placed. The technical drawings are difficult to read and
only cover a few junctions. There needs to be a local public exhibition of the plans with an

official present who can answer any questions.

3. 3. There is a concern about a loss of parking spaces in residential roads in the area some of
which have already been affected by displacement of parking from Green Lanes:

4, 4. Overall the 20 mph speed limit is welcomed in this residential area but placing planters
half way across the entrance and exit to most of the roads has road safety implications.
Traffic on the faster main roads (Aldermans Hill and Bourne Hill) will end up queuing to get
into the residential roads as it has to give way to exiting traffic and there is a risk of a
shunting on the main roads putting in danger pedestrians crossing the side roads as well as
cyclists and other drivers.

5. 5. Concerns about traffic speeding on Aldermans Hill and Bourne Hill are not addressed in
this scheme.

6. 6. There will be problems for the W9 bus route as the bus will have great difficulty
negotiating Cranley Gardens’ entrance and exit where the road will be narrowed to one lane

because of the planters.




7. At the initial meetings we wers told that tha trafflc calming measufes would be fried out on
a couple of roads first before being implemented throughoult the area whlch would be a ,
much more acceptable way of carrying out these changes. \

The committee would llke the Fox Lane. Qulet@r Nelghbourhodd §cheme to be successfu'l
and this is the reason for bringing these points to your attention. The local community has'
undergone & lot of upheaval during the A105 alterations and does nat want the QN scheme
to be rushed Inte without full consultation. FLDORA and Indlvidusl residents would like to
recelve feedback on the resufts of the curent consultatlon

s

Regards

for FLDRA Committee




Response |ID ANON-V27R-AQBG-C

Submitted to Fox Lane
Submitied on 2017-11-28 17:64:58

Introduction

1 What la your name?

Namo:

2 What ls your addresa?

addrass:

3 What ls your Post Coda?

post aade :

4 What Is your emall address?

Email:

5 Please provide any comments you may have on these plans

your views ;
| am submiiting this response on behalf of the Better Streels for Enfleld and Enfleld Cycling Campalgn commitiees.

The Better Strests approach to Quleter Nelghbourhoods

As Better Strests for Enfleld, one of our end goals Is the removal of through traffic from resldential areas fo create lowslraffic nelghbourhoods. Thia will promote
all-age aclive travel, discourage short joumeys by oar and allow residants of alf agee to enjoy thelr straets s community space. This ambition is In tine with the
Mayor's Transport Stratagy and Healthy Streets/Liveable Nelghbourhoods approach. We will respond to each of the Quleter Nelghbouthood consultations with
this end goal In mind, and white we racognise that it can't be achleved overnight, wa welcome any commitment ar aleps In thle direction.

Continuous footways from the Trlangle to Aldermans Hill zebra orossing

Wa welcome thia deslgn to slgnal priority to padestriana over ihe side roads on a busy stratch of Aldermana Hill, espeolally traln passengers, However, we're
concerned that since these side roads are also wall-used through routes, there will ba lots of vehlcle movement over them and that not all drivers wlll respect
pedestrians’ right of way. Therafore il will be essenilal to make the lurns very tight o keep driving slow. The kerbs shown In the technlcal drawings ehould achleve

thle, but will need monitoring to ensure drivers don't mount the kerb.

Planters as width resirictiona near the entrance of every side road

Wa welcome this innovatlve measura for Its potentlal to slow drlvers as they anter roads; 1o slgnal that drivers are entering a rasidentlal nelghbourhood; and te
green streeta, possibly allowing for community gardening as well. We note thal the whole area or 'call’ has been laken Into account, not just Individual streets,

which le very welcome.

it may be worth putting aomething on the pavamant, level with planiers, to prevent drivers mounting the kerb and to restrict accass by the largest vehicles that
fraquently and Inappropriately use these etrests, A second smaller planter or a large nafural boulder (no malntenance fequired) could be used.

However, wa don't think thls measure on Its awn wiil discourage drlvers from outting through our etreets, or necessarlly reducs drlver spseds along thelr langth
{unlass more planters are Iniroduced al Intervals, If residants agres to lose parking). And without a raduellon in traflc volume and speed we ara unllkely to reach
our goal of Increased walking and-cycling. Therefore, we want to see the councll menitoring the effects on traffic speed and volume after Implemantation. If It
hasn't produce the desired effect of less traffic, wa would like the councll to trial more effactive measures. We welcome th statement that the planters could be

reposkioned 1o halp further reduce traffic speads/volumes.

Spead humps

Sinusoldal speed humps are weloome where they're being Intreduced, notably on Fox Lane, The absence of a shith speed hump to the eastern end of Fox Lane
Is surprising given iha apeed lavels seen here from vehiclos moving In both diractione. |deally, wa would like to sae more streats In the neighbourhood recelve
speed humpa — If not now, than when funding allows. Wa are sceptical about the optical tiluslon speed humpa planned for Devonshire Road In terma of slewing
down the habitual spaedara on this one-way streel, Rasldents complain of speeding as a dally nulsance and may percelve thia oplion as Inadaguate given Ihe

scale of tha problem. Agaln, the effacls of thia measure should be monitored.

s = L aaaeaa——— —




Unofficlal 20mph zona
Wa welcome tha intraduction of an unoffical 20mph zane as a firsl step towards slowing vehicle speeds. To relnforce lhe messags, the councll could lssue

households with 'Twenty's plenty' vinyl slickers for peopls to add to their whaalle bing, to help reinforce 1he megsage.

Howaver, ullimately we would llke to see an offlclal, enforceable 20mph zone Implemented throughaut the nelghbourhood In this area and all bulit-up areas of
Enfleld (although removing through trafflc from residentlel areas Is a higher priority for us).

Polnt no entrles
Wa welcome these trafiic reduction measures for the Bourna Avenua area, though we hope It will not add to the already heavy through traffic on Thom‘

Schooi street for S1 Monlca's primary achocl

Wa warmly welcome thia‘scheme ~ we hope It will not enly boast walking and cyeling rates for St Manloa's famlllas and Improve eafsty on the sireet Ilseil al
achool run limes, but provide a model for school streets elsewhere In the borough, i

Finaily,,.

It baars repeating — while we supparl these proposals overall, we view them In themselves as unlikely to truly dellver 8 'Quister Melghbourhood' that Is qulet,
where walking and cycling rates riss, and car usa falls. They do not, In thelr current form, address tha heavy through traffic on slrests such aa Old Park Road,The
Mall, Caversham Avenue, Amberley Road or Fox Lane Ites!t, Our support |s therefore based on the assumption thal If ihese measures do, as we fear, prove

relatively Insffeclive on their own, further steps will be taken to create Irue Qulater Nelghbourhaods.

6 A number of the slements of this deslgn are subject to statutory consultation (detailed In the dropdown section abovs), This
consultation provides an opportunity for you to ralse any spacific objections on these statutory oloments, If you have an objection ptaaté' !

provide detalls below
your views :
We have no objections and support the plans averall.

7 Whilst not part of these proposals, additional planters could be placed along the length of streats, which could help reduce traffic
speads further. There placement would result In a reductlon of on street parking. If you have a vlew on this approach please share below:

your views :
We vlaw traffic calming a8 more Important than the provislon of on-sireet parking. However, we observe that fillering through traffic out of ihe area with

stratagically placed modal fiters would sursly result In less nat lose of parking then a serles of planters along residentlel streets.




Keys
Support Index Analysis - Objections Analysis - Planters
1 Fully Supportive 1 No Objection 1 Yes
2 Partially Supportive 2 Humps 2 No
3 No View 3 Point No Entry 3 Don't Know
4 Partically Unsupportive 4 School Street 4 No View
5 Unsupprotive 5 All
6 Hard to Tell
Level of Support for Scheme Objections to scheme Objection to planters
No. % No. % No. %
1 158 331 1 309 644 1 132 27.5
2 125 26.0 2 31 6.5 2 258 53.8
3 27 5.6 3 14 29 3 19 4.0
4 55 115 4 14 2.9 4 71 148
5 114 238 5 78 16.3 Total 480 100
Total 480 100 6 18 3.8
23 3 0.6
234 2 0.4
24 7 1.5
34 3 0.6
Against Narrowings 1 0.2
Total 430 100
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