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What is changing?
Temporary scheme:
Closures to motor vehicles have been introduced to streets across the Oval Triangle
neighbourhood, on a trial basis. The signed restrictions are supported by wooden planters in the
carriageway so that the new layout is obvious to motorists. Gaps have been left between planters
so that emergency vehicles, who are exempt from the restrictions, can drive through still. Other
motor vehicles are able to drive up to the closure points from one end of the road or the other
but will not be able to drive through.
The aim is to reduce motor traffic volumes in order to create space for people to safely walk and
cycle. The effect is that access to most properties in the area is from South Lambeth Road, rather
than the A3, Clapham Road. The trial nature of the scheme allows the council to amend and
improve these changes through working with the local community.
No motor vehicle restrictions apply to the following locations;
•

Dorset Road at the junctions of:

•
•
•
•

- Cobbett Street (to eastbound traffic only)
- A3, Clapham Road
Albert Square, junction with A3, Clapham Road
Claylands Road, Claylands Place and Palfrey Place crossroad
Richborne Terrace junction with A3, Clapham Road
Fentiman Road junction with Palfrey Place

Space that is currently dominated by motor vehicles will have traffic volumes reduced. This will
support safer and easier social distancing and safe walking and cycling routes.
Update August 2021: Consultation on a permanent scheme:
The changes outlined above were implemented in June 2020. The scheme has undergone two
rounds of monitoring which has demonstrated a net reduction in traffic across the internal area
and boundary roads.
Due to the evidence collated, the scheme is deemed to be meeting its objectives and the council
is now considering moving the scheme to a permanent traffic order. The Council consulted the
public for five weeks from September 6th 2021. The objective monitoring data and feedback
gathered from local stakeholders and the wider community is being used to support an informed
decision on making the scheme permanent.
If the scheme is made permanent changes to the public realm will occur in phases. This will
include upgrading the current filters marked out with planters and signage to more permanent
features that could include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Parking suspension
Permanent road closure
Footway extensions
Highway and footway surface change
Planting
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
Seating
Play features
Signage
E-scooter/cycle parking

Phase 1 Changes:

•
•
•

New paved crossing
De-paving and planting
Tactile paving introduced at crossing points

Phase 2 Changes:
There will be further works subject to engagement and co-design with the local community.
This EqIA will be updated in line with these phase 2 works, once developed.
What do we know about the people who will be impacted by this change?
Data Analysis Methodology:
A borough wide demographic analysis of protected characteristics and how these may be
impacted by transport changes to reduce private vehicle dependence can be found on the wider
Transport Strategy EqIA available here.
The Low Traffic Neighbourhood has been mapped against Lower Super Output Areas (LSOA) to
give a detailed understanding of the demographic breakdown of residents living within and on
the boundary of the scheme area. Data from each LSOA has been weighted to reflect the
proportional area within the LTN. It is important to note this data does not give us an exact
picture as there is not uniform dispersion to the data within each LSOA. The data for each LSOA is
taken from the 2011 census, we are mindful there has been population change since this census.
Ward data has also been used to complement the data however, these stats cover a much larger
area than that incorporated within the LTN:

Data gathered through community stakeholder mapping has also been incorporated to give detail
of local services and amenities within the LTN scheme area.
Oval ward has population of ﴾16,600﴿ with almost 80% working age. Median household income is
in line with the borough average. It has a high number of residents in employment, a high number
of jobs in the ward, and a high rate of NI registrations of non-UK workers. Oval ward has an
average rate of working age benefit claimants (Nov 2014), an average rate of out of work
claimants, and a low rate of claimants aged under 25. 2015 crime rate is average for the borough.
There is high percentage of households in flats (87%), and there is a high proportion of private
rented households (35%, compared to 35% social rented and 26% owner-occupied). 19% of
households are working age people sharing accommodation (i.e. not living as a family). 39% of
households are single people and 38% are families. The split between people who are
economically active, 78%, and inactive (retired, studying, caring responsibilities etc), 22%,
matches the borough profile.
Stockwell ward has a population of average size for Lambeth (15,200). Although it is one of the
least well-off wards in Lambeth with a low median household income, the employment rate is
average for the borough. Stockwell has an average rate of working age benefit claimants (Nov
2014), an average rate of out of work claimants, and an average rate of claimants aged under 25.
Dependent children in out-of-work households are average. The crime rate is average for the
borough (2015).
Stockwell has the highest proportion of dwellings in council tax bands A or B, and a high
percentage of households in flats (86%). There is a large amount of social rented households
(45%), compared to 25% home owners and 27% private rented. The Lansdowne Green, Studley,
Mursell and South Lambeth estates are amongst poorest area in borough. Lansdowne Gardens is
a more affluent area.
Sources:
Lambeth 2016 state of the wards

London datastore – ward profile
Nomis local area report
Data by protected characteristic:
SEX
Ward
Female
Oval
7,148
Stockwell
8,023
Nomis, mid year population estimates (2019)

Male
8,098
9,070

GENDER REASSIGNMENT
Data Unavailable
MARRIAGE AND CIVIL PARTNERSHIP
Data Unavailable
PREGNANCY AND MATERNITY
Data Unavailable
AGE
Oval
•

A greater proportion of working age people than the borough average with 14% children
under 16, almost 79% of working age and 7% over 65.
• In Lambeth 27% of 64-74 year olds have a limiting health condition. This rises to 46% of
75-84 year olds and 64% of those over 85.
• 6% of residents have a disability that limit their day-to-day activities a lot and 6.7% one
that limits them a little, in line with the borough average.
• In Oval ward 6% of the population also undertakes unpaid care, in line with the borough
average.
Stockwell
• The age profile matches that of the borough generally with 18% children under 16, 73% of
working age and 7% over 65.
• In Lambeth 27% of 64-74 year olds have a limiting health condition. This rises to 46% of
75-84 year olds and 64% of those over 85.
• 5.6% of residents have a disability that limit their day-to-day activities a lot and 6.7% one
that limits them a little.
• 7% of the population also undertakes unpaid care, in line with the borough average.
There are several schools and youth clubs impacted by the Oval to Stockwell LTN:
Postcode
School/ Youth club/ Youth Service
SW8 1NT
Ashmole Primary School
SE11 5SR
Archbishop Tennison Secondary School
SW8 1EJ
St Stephen's Primary School and Children's Centre
SW8 1AR
Green Shoots Day Nursery
SW8 1PU
Oval Montessori Nusery School
SW9 0LA
Italian Day Nursery

SW8 1UJ
SE11 5LY

Lansdowne Youth Centre
Youth Alive
Stepping Stones Community Nursery

DISABILITY AND HEALTH
• In the general population 6.1% of people have a disability that limits them a lot and 6.6%
one that limits them a little.
RACE AND ETHNICITY
Oval:
• White people make up 63% of the population and 37% are Black, Asian and multi ethnic.
• Black people make up 19%, with 10% black African and 6% black Caribbean.
• The Asian population is 8%.
• In 15% of households, there is no-one whose first language is English (4.5% of Oval
residents speak Portuguese as their first language, and 3.6% speak Spanish).
Stockwell:
• White people make up 56% of the population and 54% are Black, Asian and multi ethnic.
• Black people make up 29%, with 16% black African and 8% black Caribbean.
• The Asian population is 6%.
• A high proportion of residents whose first language is not English (8% of residents speak
Portuguese, 3% Spanish, 2.6% Polish and 4% an African language).
• Over 40% of residents were not born in UK, especially Portugal, Poland, South America,
Caribbean (especially Jamaica) and Africa (especially Nigeria).
• It has the highest National Insurance registrations of migrant workers in the borough.
SOCIO-ECONOMICS
The Indices of multiple Deprivation (IMD) shows that of the seven LSOAs within the project area;
none are in the least deprived fifth of LSOAs in Lambeth, two are in the second least deprived
fifth, three are in the middle fifth, and one each are in the most deprived LSOAs and second most
deprived fifth of LSOAs. The Oval Triangle area has a population of approximately 10,882 people.
How will they be impacted by the change?
The following section describes the data that has been gathered on traffic and air quality since
the introduction of the Oval to Stockwell LTN and the impacts on all groups.

ALL GROUPS (positive):
1. Improved equity in access to transport:

Around 65% of households within the LTN area do not have access to a private motor vehicle.
Providing safe and affordable travel options to people from all demographic and socio-economic
backgrounds is essential to improving equity in access to transport.
1.1)
•
•

Stage 2 Monitoring Update:
Cycle flows have had an overall increase of 87%.
Dorset Road, along Quietway 5, has seen the largest increase – +310%, or 528 average

•
•

additional cycles per day. Similar increases have been seen on Lansdowne Way (+184%,
+369 per day) and Aldebert Terrace (+223%, +370 per day).
All sites where cycle levels have decreased represent small nominal changes of <50 daily
cycles.
Traffic has reduced on 5 streets enough to be added to our ‘Healthy Routes Network’
which means they are safer and ideal for walking and cycling

2. Improved Traffic level change within the area and in the surrounding area:
Prior to implementation it was predicted streets within the low traffic neighbourhood area,
notably Fentiman Road, Dorset Road and Albert Square would see a significant reduction in
traffic, especially when compared to pre-covid traffic counts.
On Fentiman Road approximately 65% of the 4,200 vehicles using the road each day were
through traffic. Dorset Road and Aldebert Terrace each had over 1,000 vehicles a day using them.
2.1) Traffic level changes on surrounding area:
Prior to implementation, the following streets were identified for consideration as part of impacts
on surrounding area;
• South Lambeth Road (TfL managed boundary road)
• Clapham Road (TfL managed boundary road)
• Harleyford Road/Street (TfL managed boundary road)
2.2) Mid to long term Traffic level change both within and on surrounding areas:
Projects comparable to this typically result in a conservative estimate of 10% traffic reduction
across the broader area when compared with the baseline data. This reduction in traffic is
associated with traffic evaporation as people use other modes of travel or change their journey
patterns. TfL’s Cityplanner data shows that the Oval area has high walking and cycling potential.
Walking and Cycling remains a priority policy area for central government, we expect the wider
mode shift to active travel to further reduce the number of vehicles on the roads within and

around the Low Traffic Neighbourhood:
• The recently published ‘Gear Change’ announced a total of £338 million investment in
active travel, an increase of around a third from the Spending Review in November 2020
• Expansion of the ULEZ in October 2021.
2.3) Stage 2 Monitoring Update:
All Motor Vehicles

•

•

•

•

Pre

Post –
April
2021

Change

% Change April 2021

Within LTN
Boundary Roads

18,978
54,910

14,176
53,842

-4,801
-1,068

-25%
-2%

All Counts

73,888

68,019

-5,869

-8%

Flow patterns are similar to those recorded in December 2020, with vehicular flows
dropping on roads with filters (-95% or -2,679 vehicles in Albert Square, for example) but
showing some increases elsewhere, for example on Lansdowne Way.
Along Quietway 1, vehicle flows have decreased on some segments (Dorset Road,
Aldebert Terrace) and increased on others (St. Stephen’s Terrace (+730 daily vehicles),
Meadow Road South (+121 daily vehicles) and Meadow Road North (+210 daily vehicles)).
Note that these increases are small enough so as not to impact appropriate TfL
designation as safe cycle routes.
Changes on boundary roads appear to be minimal, with the largest being a reduction of
~1,300 vehicles on Clapham Road. Vehicle flows changed minimally on Harleyford Road
and increased 3% (+548 daily) on South Lambeth Road.
The temporary banned right turn has significantly reduced flows on Stockwell Terrace (74%, -481 daily vehicles).

3. Improved Traffic Turning Movements:
Prior to the LTN the section of Clapham Road alongside the Oval Triangle had a road danger risk
twice to four times as high as the average for TfL managed roads. It is one of London’s busiest
cycle routes and clusters of collisions are evident at nearly all junctions with side roads, in
particular at:
• Albert Square junction with Clapham Road
• Dorset Road with Clapham Road
• Fentiman Road with Clapham Road
The trial scheme reduces the number of vehicles which will turn on and off the Clapham Road.
Fewer turning movements reduce the likelihood of collisions as a result of turning vehicles. During
the course of the LTN risks were identified at:
• Clapham Road/Stockwell Terrace
3.1) Monitoring stage 1 and 2; Update August 2021:
To investigate the impact of road danger as a result of the LTNs. We compared collision data from
August 2020 to March 2021 with data covering the same date period in 2019 to 2021.
Since the start of the ETO we investigated the impact of LTNs on collision data but found the
sample size was too small to draw any significance. There are many factors that could affect this,
such as reduced use of the carriageway by vulnerable road users, collision reduction and other
road safety measures taking place in the borough, and a change in the way people use the
carriageway.

4. Improved Air Quality
Transport derived emissions are the primary source of poor air quality in this area.
•
Air quality in London is improving five times quicker than elsewhere in the UK. London
specific policies like the Ultra-Low Emission Zone have delivered really big improvements in air
quality.
•
The LTN has had some localised impact on air quality, and we expect to see more
substantial changes over time.
4.1.) Monitoring Stage 1&2, update August 2021:
•
The changes in annual average NO2 concentrations between the post-scheme and prescheme scenarios range between a 0.6 μg/m³ reduction and a 1.3 μg/m³ increase.
•
The air quality monitoring has analysed what the impact has been at all
sensitive locations schools, care homes etc. All of the locations are within the legal limits.

5. Improved public realm
The introduction of permanent filters would present an opportunity to improve the public realm,
introducing elements such as seating and greening. This would have positive impacts for local
businesses, encouraging people to spend time in an area. It would also present an opportunity to
tackle the climate emergency, de-paving to introduce biodiversity and where possible sustainable
urban drainage systems.

All groups (negative):
The

following impacts have been reported through correspondence received in relation to the
schemes.
Negative:
6. Speed of implementation, lack of engagement causing community distrust
7. Noise and air pollution on roads where traffic has increased locally
8. Reduced safety cycling and walking on roads where traffic has increased locally
9. Fear of LTN increasing anti-social behaviour

By Characteristic:
Age:
Positive
Children are particularly impacted by poor air quality at the roadside and are also vulnerable to
road danger, both of which the proposal aims to address. The proposals offer the potential for
more physical activity, including play, in areas where amenities may be limited, offering the
potential to address issues of obesity and well-being.
Polling data shows across Lambeth, 18-24 year olds are the age group most likely to agree that
the LTNs are a positive change with a net agreement of 62%.
Older people are less likely to drive. The proposal improves the ability to move through the area
walking, using a mobility aid, adapted cycle or wheelchair.
Negative:
Conversely, older people may be more reliant on travel by motor vehicle and in some cases
journey times may increase as a result of the proposal. From the consultation survey respondents
aged 75+ were more likely to disagree than agree that, as a result of the LTN they had taken less
journeys by car (54.6% net disagree) (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).).
Disability:
Positive:
Much of current public realm / road network has the effect of excluding disabled people and the
proposal seeks to address this by creating a more inclusive street environment. Reducing road
danger also has the potential to enable more people to participate in active travel. Low Traffic
Neighbourhoods may therefore have positive impacts for some disabled people, particularly
those who are able to benefit from measures that make active travel more accessible or whose
journeys were affected by the higher levels of traffic in their local area before LTNs were
introduced.
Negative:
People who rely on private cars or taxis, or have carers who rely on cars, may experience
increased journey times for some trips and different routes might be needed.
Feedback gathered since the trial scheme was launched indicates some individuals have had to
change their routes to access essential services and support. This includes parents and carers of
disabled children accessing schools and disabled people and carers accessing shops, pharmacies

and GP services for essential goods, prescriptions and appointments. We have received feedback
from disabled people who rely on motorised transport, and from SEND providers about the
impact that the LTN has had on their journeys.
The council’s analysis of journey times suggests that short trips starting on the edge or within
LTNs are most affected by the introduction of LTNs in terms of proportionate increase in journey
time. For people with disabilities and other groups undertaking longer trips any increase in
journey times is likely to be minimal.
Transport for All’s ‘Pave the way report’ identified some people will find a change to their journey
route distressing or difficult, reducing peoples’ travel and independence. Lambeth are working
with Transport for All to further understand the impacts of LTNs on different types of disabled
people through focus groups and user testing.
Disability - Transport for All:
Transport for All have worked with Lambeth to provide detail on the impact of LTNs for
individuals with disabilities.
The work was broken into a focus group with organisations representing disabled people
(Appendix 1), individual disabled people living within Lambeth (Appendix 2) and finally a site visit
within the Oval LTN (Appendix 3). Full reports are available in the appendices however key
findings:
Positive feedback:
• In principle a safer area to navigate,
• Lower traffic a desirable outcome, specifically reducing ‘rat runs’, reducing air pollution
and making roads quieter
• An opportunity to improve streetspace, improving access, improving inclusive cycling and
improving the environment of the streetspace
• Could lead to more of a community or neighbourhood feel to an area
Concerns:
• Increased vehicle journey time and changed route could lead to pain or distress for some
individuals
• Feelings of isolation as a result of reduced ability to use a vehicle
• Ability to pass through only one filter is not enough for blue badge holders, this should
apply to all
• The LTN was ‘confusing’ and people may not understand how it worked
• Lack of communication with residents prior to the scheme going in and in the build up to
consultation
• Traffic volume on main roads
• Walking journeys remain inaccessible due to obstacles, poor light
• Lack of passive surveillance from cars
• Collision risk between pedestrians and e-scooter/ cyclists
• Design of temporary works

Transport for all comments on Oval Concept Designs (Appendix 3):
• Participants 1 and 2 were concerned at the mention of gravel being used for some of the
surface, as this is not wheelchair-friendly.
• Participant 3 was concerned about the high contrast between surfaces, particularly the
red and pale yellow, as this can give the impression of a step.
• Participant 3 was pleased that a kerb would be retained, and that tactile paving would be
provided at crossing points, but was concerned about whether there would be a physical
delineation between the red ‘pedestrian area’ and the pale yellow ‘cycle area’ for safety
reasons.
• Participants were also generally concerned about the loss of parking spaces for disabled
people who need to drive.
• Participant 4 was pleased that there would be an increased amount of seating in the area.
• Participants were also keen to emphasise that seating and other street furniture should be
designed to be accessible to all, and that play equipment should include inclusive play
options.
Health
Positive:
Reduction in traffic and improved air quality can change how the street is used making more
space for active ways of travelling such as walking, wheeling and cycling. This consequentially can
increase the opportunity for exercise and consequentially fitness.
In feedback received since the trial LTNs have gone in some residents have reported a quieter
street environment, improved wellbeing, and creating a calmer atmosphere. Within the Oval to
Stockwell consultation survey, 54.4% agree the LTN has made the area a better place to live and
spend time.
We know from the Oval to Stockwell consultation survey, 51.3% agree that the LTN has made it
easier to cycle (31.1%) and 47.8% agree it is now easier to walk, use a walking aid or wheelchair
(34.6% disagree) (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
Negative:
In the short-term there are two negative impacts identified for health. The speed of introduction
lead to a slight lag in GPS system updates and general understanding within the community of the
new road layout. Some residents reported this led to confusion, stress and heightened tensions
between different users navigating the street.
Secondly, the displacement of traffic on to some roads, has led residents to report higher stress
levels and feeling there is more congestion and pollution outside their homes. The traffic data
evidences this is only the case on sections of minority of roads, that we expect to see traffic
reduction on in the medium to long-term.
Health Organisations:
We have received correspondence from the following organisations reporting increased journey
times for health care practitioners
• SelDoc
• South Lambeth and Maudsley Mental Health Services

Gender Reassignment
No specific impacts identified
Pregnancy and Maternity
Positive:
Improved air quality can reduce the exposure of unborn babies to pollution. Exposure to air
pollution can impact the growth and development of babies during pregnancy.
Negative:
We have received a small number of correspondences identifying that community midwives may
have to take longer journeys to reach their appointments.
Race and Ethnicity:
Positive:
Car ownership is highest among white Londoners ﴾43%﴿ in comparison to only 30% of Black
Londoners. The proposal is expected to have positive impacts for some Black, Asian and MultiEthnic groups. These groups are over-represented in indices of deprivation and are more likely to
be exposed to transport related harmful impacts, such as traffic collisions and poor air quality.
The proposal should help address these imbalances. The proposal is expected to increase active
travel participation among under-represented Black, Asian And Multi-Ethnic groups by improving
the physical environment encouraging improved road safety and improved air quality.
Negative:
As identified by the integrated impact assessment for the Ultra-Low Emission Zone, the retail and
wholesale business sector make high use of vans in central London. There is a high proportion of
Black, Asian and Multi-Ethnic ownership in this sector and there may be a negative impact on
Black, Asian And Multi Ethnic businesses whose delivery routes could be affected by the Low
Traffic Neighbourhood changes.
Within polling data it was identified that across Lambeth 45% White respondents agreed that
LTNs are a positive change, this is comparable with Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic Grouped
respondents where 46% agreed they are a positive change. When looking at specific grouped
ethnicities, there was a higher % of disagreement from Black respondents (50%) than any other
grouped ethnicity (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
Sex:
Positive:
There may be positive benefits for women. Women are less likely to own a car than men, with
34% of women having access to a car vs 46% of men. Data collected by Sustrans shows that
women are less likely to cycle in the UK than men, in 2014-16, males aged 5 or over made three
times as many cycle trips as females. Reasons for this include concerns about road safety. By
reducing the amount of traffic on roads within the LTN, these proposals may encourage more
women to cycle.
Within the consultation survey, 46.7% women agreed that the LTN had made if easier to cycle
and 44.7% agreed it was easier to walk. For men, 58.3% agreed it was now easier to cycle and

55.3% agreed it was easier to walk (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
50.9% women agreed that the LTN had made it safer using the street during the day (Oval to
Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
Negative:
There may be negative impacts for women. Feedback during the experimental phase has
suggested that some women feel less safe travelling through LTN areas at night because of the
reduced traffic.
Within the consultation survey, 41.6% women agreed that the LTN had made using the street
safer at night whilst 43.3% disagreed (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
Sexual orientation:
No specific impacts identified
Socio-economic status:
Positive:
Lower income households are significantly less likely to have access to a vehicle. Access to a
vehicle increases significantly as household income bands increase. The LTN will improve safe and
affordable travel options.
Evidence from Living Streets ‘Pedestrian Pound’ has shown that measures to reduce traffic can
increase footfall for businesses by creating a more attractive street environment as well as more
physical space in which to operate and attracting more customers. This in turn can improve retail
sales.
Within the consultation survey, 43% agreed that the LTN had made it easier to get to local shops
and service, 43.9% disagreed (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
Negative:
There are also risks that businesses may face disruption or longer delivery routes for deliveries
made by car or van. It is expected in the medium to long-term the change in road layout will
become clearer and disruption will be minimal.
Within the consultation survey, 36.3% respondents felt conditions for businesses had been made
worse (Oval to Stockwell LTN Consultation Report 2021).
How do you plan to promote and deliver any positive impacts of the proposal?
•

•
•
•
•

Street Design Competition Build- enabling local people to co-produce public realm
improvements from concept to construction, specifically within the Oval to Stockwell LTN
at the Mursell Estate and on Dorset Road
Further engagement on phase 2 co-design process with local community
Stage 3 Monitoring, published online and in print through leaflets
Love Lambeth Press Releases about changes
Commonplace updates

•

On street engagement events to reimagine space, inform the public around transport
strategy and purpose of project

How do you plan to address and mitigate any negative impacts of the proposal?
Risk

Mitigation

Journey times are increased for those
reliant on motor vehicles (including
taxi services), making some trips
unachievable.

•

Dispensations

Journey times are increased for those
delivering a service to the area i.e.
health and care workers, taxis
Changing travel patterns feels too
difficult, reducing peoples’ travel and
independence

•

Dispensations

•
•
•

Communication
Active travel planning
Public realm improvements

Local businesses are impacted by
lower vehicle numbers passing their
premises, affecting trade.
Lower vehicle numbers reduce
feelings of safety on certain roads and
routes

•
•

Communications
Public Realm Improvements

•
•

Public realm improvements
Collaboration with Community Safety
Violence Against Women and Girl’s Officers

Displaced traffic increases noise and
air pollution
Displaced traffic reduces safety
cycling and walking
LTN increases anti-social behaviour
through frustration and aggressive
driving
Lack of engagement prior to and
during implementation causing
community division
Mitigation Details:

•

Improvements to boundary roads

•

Communication

•

Communication

Dispensations

•

Dispensation for relevant traffic filters for Blue
Badge holders, accessible transport and specified
healthcare providers on application to the council
Dispensation for relevant traffic filters on
application for Taxis and fully accessible private
hire vehicles
A broader dispensation, for example from all
modal filters in all LTNs, has been considered, but
granting a significant level of exceptions has the

•

•

and

Communication

•
•
•

Active Travel Planning

•

•

Public realm improvements

•
•

•
•
Gradual enforcement –

Improvements to boundary roads:

•

potential to undermine the objectives of the
schemes and encourage greater levels of noncompliance as well as having potential safety
impacts.
Regular and accessible information on the LTN
closures and the decision-making process.
Further engagement on Phase 2 delivery of a
permanent scheme
Development of ‘Accessibility User Reference
Group’
Comprehensive programme of activities across
the borough to give people the support, skills,
confidence and means to access walking, cycling
and public transport as an alternative to private
motor vehicle use, including:
Cycle Training (Bikeability training for all LTN
schools)
Bikes, Cargo bikes, Adapted cycles try-outs
Improvements to the pavements, kerbs and
roads that make it easier to walk or use mobility
aids in the LTNs through street audits and
engagement
Measures outside businesses to encourage
footfall
Development of Lambeth’s Kerbside Strategy
Schemes were in place during the trial phase for
a considerable period before enforcement began
to enable people to adjust to changes. Warning
letters sent for two weeks after enforcement
began to notify those still passing through the
closures.

Short-term:
• Monitoring flows and congestion
• Managing roadworks
• Reporting issues to TfL
• TfL- upgrades to improve cycling and walking on
A23
Medium-term:
• Signal timing reviews
• Monitor impacts of expanded ULEZ
• Supporting measures like greenscreens for
schools and community buildings along busier
roads
Long-term:

•
•
•
•
•

Further improvements to bus fleet
Electrification / zero emissions vehicles
Part of a wide mode shift to walking and cycling
Commitment to carbon-neutral by 2030
Vandalism Working Group
Collaborative effort between Lambeth Council
and Met Police
Appeal Process
• Ensures fair and transparent in application of the
law
How will you review/evaluate your proposal, mitigating actions and/or benefits? Who will be
responsible for this?
Section to be completed by Sponsor/Director/Head of Service
Outcome of equality impact
assessment

The EQIA identifies a number of positive and negative
equalities risks across several characteristics. This has
been informed by engagement with residents and the
council’s monitoring of the Oval to Stockwell LTN. The
EQIA also lists the mitigations that have been developed
to address these risks. The implementation of these
mitigations will be monitored through the Council’s
programme steering group.

Appendices:
Appendix 1: TfA Report 16/08/2021 Pre-consultation workshop
Appendix 2: TfA Report 29/09/2021 Consultation workshop for individuals
Appendix 3: TfA Report 08/10/2021 User testing ‘walkarounds’ Oval to Stockwell

Lambeth Low Traffic Neighbourhoods Project
Internal report: Phase one – Pre-consultation workshop
Confidential: To be shared with Lambeth Council only
August 2021
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1. Introduction
This report sets out the engagement on Lambeth’s Low Traffic Neighbourhoods
(LTNs) delivered with disabled people and their organisations by Transport for All
(TfA) in August 2021. TfA were commissioned by Lambeth Council (LC) to support
them to consult disabled people on proposals relating to local LTN schemes. This
longer-term engagement will run until January 2022 and will include some hyperlocal consultation on specific LTN areas.
The engagement referenced in this report consisted of one 90-minute workshop with
local and national organisations who work with disabled people. Observations and
conclusions based on the feedback from this engagement, both for Lambeth’s LTNs
and the Council’s engagement, are also made in this report.

2. Engaging with disability organisations
2.1.

Stakeholders

The following disability organisations were contacted and invited to an online
workshop:
Stakeholder group
Age UK Lambeth
Carers Hub Lambeth
Disability Advice
Service Lambeth
Healthwatch Lambeth
Mosaic Clubhouse
Share Community
Wheels for Wellbeing
Alzheimer’s Society
RNIB
RNID

Reason for inclusion
Represent older people in Lambeth
Represent local carers
Work with disabled people in Lambeth
Represent local people who use health and care services
Work with local adults with mental health conditions
Work with local autistic adults and adults with learning
disabilities
Lambeth based, represent wheelchair users who cycle
Represent people with cognitive impairments nationally
Represent visually impaired people nationally
Represent hearing impaired people nationally
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Not all organisations responded to the request to join the engagement.
The following organisations joined a focus group on Monday 16th August, held on
Zoom and facilitated by Transport for All:
• Age UK Lambeth
• Lambeth Accord
• RNIB
• Wheels for Wellbeing.

2.2.

Methodology

Stakeholders from local and national organisations were invited to attend one
workshop. The objectives of the workshop were:
• For LC to set out the background and work to date of their LTN schemes
• For LC to set out what measures have been introduced, how these have been
communicated and how they are being monitored
• To understand which aspects of LTNs in general lead to a positive or negative
experience of streets for disabled people
• To capture any specific mitigations or general approaches to mitigations that
might work well or less well for people with different impairment types
• To understand how local disability organisations would like to engage with LC
on future schemes or changes to current schemes
• To capture any specific technical questions that the organisations would like
to pose to LC
• To set out the approach to the next phase of consultation – the public
consultation and TfA’s role in the hyperlocal consultations for each LTN
scheme
• To invite organisations to share case studies or contacts details for follow up
interviews to further shape co-production and delivery of mitigations.
The workshop was facilitated by Amy Kavanagh, Consultant at TfA. At the start of
the workshop, Jessica Marston, Community Street Design Engagement Manager at
LC, shared an update from the Council on the current schemes, monitoring and
future proposals. LC then left the meeting to enable a full and frank discussion.
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Participants were asked the following questions:
• What would make an LTN a positive experience for you?
• What would make an LTN a negative experience for you?
• How can we ensure that an LTN works for the whole community?
• What changes do you think would make LTNs more or less accessible?
• How could Lambeth Council best talk to you or people you represent about
the schemes and any changes?
• What do you think of the current LTNs in Lambeth, as well as what we have
already discussed?
Participants were advised that feedback would be provided to them as to how their
feedback had / would be used, in order to close the ‘feedback loop’.

2.3.

Summary of feedback from workshop

This feedback has been collated and arranged by theme.
2.3.1. Impact of LTNs
“The concept of the LTN as a whole is a wonderful idea…in some areas it’s been
poorly created. It’s the barriers [to moving around] that make a negative
experience, not the LTN!”
2.3.1.1. Positive feedback
• There were several views expressed that people like the idea of the LTN in
principle as a safer area to navigate, they approved of increases in walking
and cycling
• Lower traffic was agreed to be a desirable outcome, specifically reducing ‘rat
runs’, reducing air pollution and making roads quieter
• There was consensus that LTNs offer an opportunity to improve streetspace,
improving access, improving inclusive cycling and improving the environment
of the streetspace
• It was felt that LTNs could lead to more of a community or neighbourhood feel
to an area.
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2.3.1.2. Concerns, questions and suggestions
• It was flagged that there is a concern that the ‘aesthetic’ will be chosen over
the accessible, for example paving / surface choices or decorative planting
not being accessible, there needs to be high contrast colours used on filter
points and making the planters / bollards safer for visually impaired people
• There were concerns that the LTN was ‘confusing’ or that people may not
understand how it worked or what the purpose was
• Participants would appreciate opportunities to make spaces more community
friendly for all, safer crossings, additional seating, improved lighting,
opportunities for ‘play’ and interactions with nature
• Concerns were raised about traffic volume on main roads, impact on journey
time and environment
o Increased journey time could lead to pain or distress for some
individuals
• Questions were asked about the impact of LTNs on access for emergency
vehicles
• It was noted that LTNs are still at an early stage, and it may take longer for
people’s behaviour to change and any transport modal shifts to happen. As a
result, an ongoing process of review and consultation was suggested.
2.3.2. What makes LTNs accessible/inaccessible?
2.3.2.1. Street furniture
• Clear pavements are essential, both in relation to:
o Permanent street furniture, such as trees, benches, posts and bins –
these are often placed along the kerb, but this isn’t always sufficient to
avoid obstructing pavements
o LTN specific street furniture, such as bollards and planters, ought to be
designed in a way to not create access barriers – planters should not
have sharp square edges, while bollards should have a contrast colour
added so that they stand out. Foliage in planters should not encroach
into the pavement. Barriers to eg large mopeds should not become
barriers to non-standard cycles such as handcycles
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•

•

o Intermittent street obstacles, such as pavement parking or low growing
hedges must be regulated, and regulations enforced by the appropriate
authority
Street furniture can also enhance accessibility through:
o Planters providing a more aesthetically pleasing environment
o Increased provision of benches or other opportunities to rest
Vandalism of street furniture
o There were concerns about the impact of vandalism, making filter
points unsafe, tipping over planters, and causing risk or injury
o There were also concerns about the impact of solutions to mitigate
vandalism, e.g adding increased bollards or barriers making filter points
difficult to navigate.

2.3.2.2. Surfaces
• Surfaces, kerbs and streetscape all need to be addressed for LTNs to be
accessible
• Surfaces impact on wheelchair uses – for example, crosshatch brickwork is
difficult to traverse, while sharp camber is hard to wheel along.
2.3.2.3. Sensory environment
• There were differing views between the need for better lighting to make LTNs
feel safe and for wayfinding, and a conflict with light pollution for residents.
2.3.2.4. Separating different streetspace users
• ‘Shared spaces’ of any type are difficult for many people to use as they rely
on interactions between different users. This can be difficult for some disabled
people
• Both tactile and visual differences between cycle lanes and footways is
needed.
2.3.2.5. Cycles, e-bikes and e-scooters
• There were concerns raised about cycleways and use of e-scooters / bikes on
pavements
• It was noted that some disabled people are cyclists as well, and sometimes
use their cycle as a mobility aid. This should be taken into consideration when
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•
•
•

planning cycling infrastructure. For example, good quality road and cycle lane
surfaces are needed for wider trikes and handcycles
Safer roads may encourage cyclists to keep off pavements
Opportunities for more inclusive cycling within LTNs
There could be a role for LC in monitoring and collecting data on incursions to
do with bikes and scooters on pavements.

2.3.2.6. Access for motor vehicles
• It was noted that many local people are reliant on their cars or others’ cars for
transport
• Participants approved the idea of blue badge exemptions, but thought
additional support was needed for those who don’t own a vehicle, for example
those supported by friends / family carers or taxis
• Vehicle exemptions should be available for a range of vehicles, as many
residents may be visited by carers, friends and family, and people bringing
food or other resources. Additionally, disabled people may travel in a large
number of vehicles if they receive lifts from different friends and neighbours,
or use taxis, and so the idea of two number-plate exemptions per blue badge
holder was felt to be ‘tricky’
• Exemptions for carers were supported
• Blue badge parking spaces in the area should be reviewed to ensure
sufficient provision within LTNs and on boundary roads
• An approach of automatic exemption for certain groups was encouraged to
ensure these were taken up
o Blue badge holders, whether residents or not
o Those with a Disabled or Older Person’s Freedom Pass
o Local registers such as the register of blind people
o It was noted that there would likely be data protection implications for
such an approach, and that people must be contacted regarding
exemptions in the method they have indicated they prefer with LC
o It was noted that these lists and registers will not be comprehensive
• It was asked whether a technology solution could be found so that blue
badges could be detected rather than needing to register for an exemption in
advance
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•

It was noted that applying for an exemption for a vehicle must be possible via
a range of methods, not only online.

“There is such an abundance of additional administration that disabled people
have to do on a daily basis. To then have to administer their ability to move around
in their local area, and to find out information in the first place, is very
frustrating…I’m filling in so many forms every day, I don’t want to add to that.”
2.3.2.7. Mobility scooters
• Mobility scooters were not mentioned in the initial workshop, and this should
be a focus for future engagement.
2.3.2.8. Wayfinding
• Clear signposting and information is needed
• It was felt that signage is not currently accessible, being either too high up or
not clear enough – particularly where signage is vandalised
• Signage does not always explain what the LTN is or the impact of passing
through the filter in a vehicle
• Some older people and autistic people may have routine routes that they use,
and habits in how they travel around, which the filters might prevent
• Signage directing people to seating and rest areas would be welcomed.
2.3.2.9. Enforcement
• There were concerns about the impact of fines for going through filters on
people with limited financial resources, who may not have understood
restrictions
• Enforcement of guidance to do with pavement parking, pavement riding, blue
badge bay parking, and overgrown hedges was encouraged, as well as the
provision of information to residents for how to report these issues.
2.3.3. Information and communication
• Consensus that it is most important to consult directly with disabled / older
people / family / carers to understand the experience of LTNs in Lambeth
• LC should always ask before making changes and implementing schemes,
not afterwards
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•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

It was generally felt that there is not enough information available to the public
about LTN schemes
The information must be accessible, firstly in terms of accessible formats but
also in the sources / location of information
Ensure all formats are available at the same time so everyone has the same
info at the same time
Online tools or platforms for consultation must be fully accessible
A proactive communication was supported, for example contacting Blue
Badge holders and those with Freedom Passes
Participants were in favour of face-to-face communication, including in person
tours and focus groups, as well as LC staff visiting local areas disseminating
information and gathering feedback
Keep communications and consultations simple – be direct about what you
are telling people and what they need to do as a result
Support around navigating the best LTN journey, understanding impacts on
journey times would be useful.

3. Observations and conclusions
Below are a series of observations and conclusions based on both the feedback
gathered and reflection on the engagement process itself.
• As is often the case, a number of areas were highlighted where the access
requirements of different groups conflict, and where there are differing views
on how these access requirements should be met
• It’s not possible to consider the LTN areas in isolation from the streetspace in
the wider area or from public transport provision
• Although a wide range of organisations were contacted, and people with a
wide range of access requirements involved in the workshops, some groups
remain underrepresented in the feedback (as is often the case). In particular:
o People with dementia
o Autistic people
o People with learning disabilities
o Deaf people
o People with a mental health condition
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•
•

•

•

The timing of the workshop, in August during school holidays, is likely to have
impacted on attendance
The limitations arising from the COVID-19 pandemic meant that the workshop
was run virtually. Whilst this will have made it easier for some participants to
take part, is it not very accessible to visually impaired people in particular.
Although the LTN schemes were described verbally, and opportunities to ask
for clarification about any aspects of the proposals provided, contextualising
and retaining this information remains difficult for visually impaired consultees.
Site visits and the use of tactile maps and materials are recommended for the
next stage of the consultation
A number of the organisations and individuals that were engaged with are
keen to continue to be engaged on an ongoing basis. This aligns with the
approach recommended by TfA (see Appendix A). However, it should also be
recognised that many organisations and individuals are subject to
‘consultation fatigue’, with more requests for engagement than is possible to
undertake, and often without any discernible impact
Feedback from some of the organisations flagged the need for schemes to
use existing and emerging accessibility standards from the outset and
emphasised the benefit of consulting disabled people and disability
organisations to identify solutions that go beyond this and / or resolve
outstanding conflicts.

4. Next steps
4.1.

For agreement: Private consultation

The initial recommendations from Section 2 of this report will be explored and tested
further by TfA in the second stage of engagement:
• Stage two engagement (at a local LTN level) to focus on direct engagement
with individuals rather than engagement with organisations, based on
learnings from this workshop
• Stage two engagement to include on-street face-to-face engagement, in
addition to online engagement. We propose to deliver:
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•

4.2.

o 1 online event, held in late September, with attendees from across
Lambeth with breakout rooms for each LTN – maps and images of
local schemes will be presented and discussed
o 5 local walk/wheel-around visits, one in each LTN area, from October
to January – tactile maps and other aids provided, visits primarily to
engage with those who can’t access online workshops
o Please note that these timescales differ from the original commission,
and so we would like to further explore the timescales and any
flexibility in order to deliver this engagement in the most effective way
Recruitment channels from across LC and TfA to be utilised to invite residents
to all 6 events once timescales agreed, coordinated and led by TfA.

For consideration: Future changes to or reviews of LTNs

LC/TfA to conduct live user testing of proposed changes to schemes, such as new
designs for planters, new signage, resting places, printed information and maps,
before implementation, with a range of users to ensure a pan-impairment approach.
LC to ensure that engagement and consultation with local disabled people is an
ongoing conversation, with an opportunity to revisit views and experiences relating to
LTNs in 12 months, when behaviours and modal use may have changed further.

4.3.

For consideration: Public consultation

LC/TfA to review the public consultation methodology, tools and promotion, to
ensure the fullest accessibility to all.
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5. Appendix A: TfA’s approach to consultation
Co-production is a way of
working where service
providers work in an equal
partnership with the citizens
they are providing the service
for to design and deliver it. It
sits at the top of the
‘participation ladder’, which
describes a range of different
levels of citizen participation in
ascending order.
TfA believes that the coproduction is the model form of
user participation and should be
implemented by service
providers when they design new services or redesign existing services.

(Diagram adapted from the New Economics Foundation’s participation ladder)
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1. Introduction
This report sets out the engagement on Lambeth’s Low Traffic Neighbourhoods
(LTNs) delivered with disabled people and their organisations by Transport for All
(TfA) in August 2021. TfA were commissioned by Lambeth Council (LC) to support
them to consult disabled people on proposals relating to local LTN schemes. This
longer-term engagement will run until January 2022 and will include some hyperlocal consultation on specific LTN areas.
The engagement referenced in this report consisted of one 90-minute workshop with
disabled people (or people who support a disabled person) who live, work or
socialise in Lambeth. Observations and conclusions based on the feedback from this
engagement, both for Lambeth’s LTNs and the Council’s engagement, are also
made in this report.

2. Overview of consultation workshop
2.1.

Participants

Potential participants were contacted through the following methods:
•
•
•
•
•

Email to Lambeth-based TfA members
Email to local Lambeth disability organisations
Email to residents signed up for LC’s newsletters about the LTNs
Multiple Tweets from TfA
Multiple Tweets from LC

7 participants attended the session.
These were:
• 3 participants with mobility impairments
• 2 participants who are wheelchair users
• 1 participant with an adult autistic son
• 1 neurodivergent participant with additional mobility impairments
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2.2.

Methodology

The workshop was an opportunity for participants to:
•
•
•
•

Hear about Lambeth’s LTN plans
Understand the details of some of the LTN schemes
Give feedback to help Lambeth shape the future of those LTN schemes
Give feedback to help Lambeth understand how to ensure that the streetspace is
accessible during temporary works

The agenda of the workshop was as follows:
•
•

•

Presentation by LC about the LTNs, including purpose, location and future
proposals
Breakout groups – one for Railton and Oval LTNs, one for Tulse Hill, Streatham
Hill and Ferndale – covering the following questions:
o Design of the LTN trial – how has your experience been of walking /
wheeling and cycling, access, safety?
o Future of the LTN scheme – is the LTN a positive change, if not what
would be better?
o How could Lambeth improve the public realm (streetspace) further?
o What other ways can Lambeth support active travel (walking / wheeling
and cycling)?
Whole group discussion about what participants want Lambeth to take into
account when they plan:
o Temporary changes to the streetspace during the works?
o Communication about changes to the streetspace?

The workshop was facilitated by Sarah Teichler and Amy Kavanagh, Consultants at
TfA. Jessica Marston from LC presented and took part in the breakout session on
Railton and Oval in order to answer technical questions, and Dan Green from LC
took part in the breakout session on Tulse Hill, Streatham Hill and Ferndale in order
to answer technical questions.

3

Most of the participants in the workshop felt very strongly about the LTNs and were
keen to share the impact that they had had on their lives. Participants were offered
the opportunity to send further feedback by email, which three participants chose to
do.
Participants were advised that feedback would be provided to them as to how their
feedback had / would be used, in order to close the ‘feedback loop’.

3. Feedback from workshop and follow-up emails
This feedback has been collated and arranged by theme.

3.1.
•

•

•
•

•

Consultation and communication with residents

One participant was concerned about the LTN trial taking place during the
COVID-19 pandemic – as there were fewer people on the street, they feel that
this doesn’t give an accurate reflection of the impact of the LTNs.
Several participants felt that there had been a lack of communication about the
LTN trial. Specifically mentioned were letters being addressed to ‘the occupant’
even though LC has residents’ names, and the use of plain envelopes instead of
something that makes clear the importance of the letter.
Several participants mentioned frustration with a lack of lead-in time for the
consultation.
Participants stressed the importance of using a range of ways of communicating
about the LTNs to residents, including:
o Creation of a communications list of ‘vulnerable residents’.
o Door-to-door visits.
o Onsite presence by LC officers.
Some participants recommended setting up a disabled residents’ working group
for ongoing consultation on whether to go ahead and to review designs, including
of temporary works.
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3.2.
•

•

•

•

•

Car journeys

Most participants rely on cars (either driving themselves or being driven) to make
most journeys within the area, including short journeys. For some, this is because
they find walking journeys and / or journeys by public transport difficult or
impossible. Mostly, this is because of mobility impairments and / or exhaustion.
One participant finds making walking or public transport journeys difficult due to
sensory overload, particularly on busy main roads. Another participant talked
about falling on buses previously.
Participants stated that the LTNs has made their journeys longer, either because
of increased distance or being stuck in traffic dispersed to boundary roads. This
has had several impacts, including:
o Spending more time in traffic means spending more time on polluted roads
and health impacts.
o Being stuck in a car in a traffic jam can create stress, panic attacks and /
or is problematic for people with incontinence issues.
o Increased cost of taxis.
o Additional turns in routes means having to turn your head more, which
creates / exacerbates neck pain.
o Concerns about added time accessing emergency routes, for example to a
hospital or to a family member in need of help.
One participant talked about impacts relating to neurodivergence:
o Following more complex routes is difficult from a spatial awareness
perspective, and this creates stress.
o Having to use busier (noisier / more visually stimulating) roads creates
sensory overload.
o The above issues make it more difficult to make multiple journeys
consecutively.
One participant has regular visits from District Nurses and is regularly taken to
hospital visits by Hospital Transport. They talked about the impact of longer
journeys making nurses / drivers grumpy and stressed, which has a knock-on
effect on them.
One participant talked about a reduction of friends and relatives visiting due to
journey time / complexity issues, resulting in loneliness and depression.
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•

LC are considering a proposal to allow Blue Badge holders to register two cars
for an exemption to travel through a specific traffic filter. Participants were asked
if they felt this would be of benefit. Feedback included:
o One filter would not be sufficient to address the impacts on their car
journeys outlined above.
o Not all disabled people have a Blue Badge. Motability vehicle holders
should also be considered.
o The exemption would not extend to taxis, hospital transport, other visitors
etc.

3.3.
•

Participants raised a range of issues related to inaccessible streetspaces within
the LTN areas, which impact on their ability / likelihood of making walking
journeys. These included:
o Obstacles including bins, scaffolding, rubber mats, uneven pavements.
o Poor lighting.
o Front garden boundaries encroaching on pavements.
o Café table and chairs.
o Increased traffic at junctions creating anxiety about crossing roads

3.4.
•

•

Walking journeys

Health, safety and security

Some participants are concerned that the planning of the LTN has resulted in
increased pollution on main roads, where disabled people are more likely to live
(than in quiet side streets).
Safety and security concerns raised by participants included:
o Fewer cars on residential streets reduces ‘passive surveillance’ and is
resulting in an increase in burglaries, vandalism and risk of harassment
and / or being attacked.
o Cyclists and people using e-scooters ride through LTNs at high speed and
risk colliding with pedestrians.

3.5.

Planning temporary works
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•

•

•

Several participants raised that poor design of temporary works, e.g. badly
designed bridges over holes / maintenance covers, lack of space for wheelchair
users, steep temporary ramps etc.
Several participants raised that it is important that residents are kept informed of
temporary works, as these can result in temporary route changes and cause
confusion. Alternative options should be given.
One participant posed the question of whether and how Satnav systems could be
updated to reflect temporary road changes.

3.6.

Participant suggestions for action

Participants suggested the following actions for LC:
•

•

•

•
•
•

Consider alternatives to LTNs, including:
o Restrictions on the most polluting vehicles.
o Interventions on main roads rather than side roads.
o Delivering ‘Healthy Streets’ initiatives such as planting more trees
o A ‘driveway tax’ to encourage reduced car ownership / achieve equality
with those who have to pay for car parking permits.
If the LTNs do become permanent, consider:
o Make exemptions for disabled residents for all filters, not just one.
o Whether the restrictions need to be in force 24 hours a day.
Improve the accessibility of the streetspace within LTNs, including enforcing front
garden boundaries and removal of commercial and residential bins from
pavements.
When designing new public realm spaces, any kind of surface change should
take into account wheelchair users, including not using gravel.
Introduce measures to make cyclists and e-scooter users behave more safely,
e.g. proficiency tests, ID etc.
Setting up a disabled residents’ working group for LTNs.

4. Observations and conclusions
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Below are some observations and conclusions based on both the feedback gathered
at the workshop and the workshop itself.
•

•

•

•

There was a lack of balance within the workshop. TfA is aware that some
disabled people feel that LTNs improve the streetspace and their journeys (as
reflected by the ‘Pave the Way’ report. However, none of the workshop
participants were in favour of the LTNs remaining in place.
Several participants were unhappy with some aspects of the way in which the
scheme was presented during the workshop. Feedback included:
o The framing of the questions presumes that individuals are able to walk,
wheel or cycle and instead choose to drive.
o The presentation doesn’t explain what alternative options to achieve the
aims set out for LTNs were considered.
o The presentation gives the impression that the decision to go ahead has
already been made – one participant called it ‘propaganda’.
Several participants believed that improvements in communication were key to
keeping people informed but also giving options to provide feedback about
schemes like LTNs.
It is recommended that LC explore all of the actions suggested by participants,
including setting up a disabled residents working group for LTNs, and feed back
the outcome of this exploration.
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5. Appendix A: TfA’s approach to consultation
Co-production is a way of
working where service
providers work in an equal
partnership with the citizens
they are providing the service
for to design and deliver it. It
sits at the top of the
‘participation ladder’, which
describes a range of different
levels of citizen participation in
ascending order.
TfA believes that the coproduction is the model form of
user participation and should be
implemented by service
providers when they design new services or redesign existing services.

(Diagram adapted from the New Economics Foundation’s participation ladder)
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1. Introduction
This report collates feedback collected on 8th October 2021 by Transport for All (TfA)
during user testing ‘walkarounds’ in the Oval to Stockwell LTN.
The walkarounds involved walking around parts of the LTN area with disabled
people and those who support them, identifying barriers and enablers within the
streetspace.
The participants were as follows:
Participant 1: Adult manual wheelchair user
Participant 2: Parent / carer of child with complex needs (uses a manual wheelchair)
Participant 3: Visually impaired adult with a guide dog user
Participant 4: Adult with a chronic health condition and energy impairment
Participant 5: Partner / carer of adult with a chronic health condition and energy
impairment

2. General feedback
•

•

•

Participants have mixed views about the LTNs. Participant 3 feels safer crossing
roads. Participant 4 feels that since the LTN has been introduced they have
experienced less hate crime (related to people’s reactions to them ‘huffing’ whilst
walking) as there are fewer people on the streets. All expressed concern about
the impact on those people who do need to drive.
Participants raised numerous issues with the accessibility of the streetspace in
areas where no infrastructure improvements are proposed (see section 4) and
feel that unless these issues are dealt with some disabled people will be unable
to walk / wheel through LTN areas.
Participants stressed the importance of getting the design of the new
infrastructure right so that it is accessible to all.
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3. Roads covered during walkarounds
The roads covered during the walkarounds are marked below in dark blue.
The numbers marked on the map refer to specific issues identified in section 4
below.

1
2

7

3

6

5

4

3

4. Specific feedback
The numbers below relate to the numbers marked on the map showing roads
covered during the walkarounds.

1: Vauxhall Park central path
Participant 1 came through Vauxhall Park to the
meeting point and commented that this surface
is very smooth and comfortable for wheelchair
users to travel across.
They would like to see more surfaces like this.

Photo 01

2: Fentiman Road
Pavement surfaces and obstructions
Participants 1 and 2 commented that the
undulating surface, created by residential
driveways, is unpleasant for wheelchair users to
travel across.
It is possible to avoid this by using the other
side of the road, but this means making an
additional crossing.
Also, the pavement on the other side of the
road is narrower, and at the time of the
walkaround, a car was parked in such a way as
to create an obstruction (see Photo 03).
Photo 02

4

Photo 03
Participants highlighted numerous issues with
the quality of the pavements on Fentiman
Road, including damaged and uneven paving
slabs / tarmac and overgrown vegetation.
Participants 1 and 2 noted that this would make
the pavement more difficult to move their
wheelchair over.
Participant 3 noted that uneven ground
surfaces can create trip hazards.

Photo 04

Participant 4 noted that walking over uneven
ground requires more energy, and for longer
journeys can be exhausting.

Photo 05
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Participants 1, 2 and 3 noted multiple areas
where posts reduce the width of the pavement,
which makes it less easy for wheelchair users
and people with guide dogs to move around.

Photo 06

Informal crossing point
Participants 1, 2 and 3 noted that the pavement
has been built out, potentially creating a
shorter, and therefore safer, crossing point.
However, no dropped kerbs or tactile paving
have been provided.
Additionally, there is a ‘gutter’ between the built
out pavement and original pavement, which
could create an obstacle / hazard.

Photo 07
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3: Meadow Road to Albert Square Gardens
Pavements
As for Fentiman Road, participants highlighted
numerous issues with the quality of the
pavements on these roads, including cracked
and uneven paving slabs / tarmac and
overgrown vegetation.

Photo 08

Photo 09

Photo 10
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Resting places
Participant 4 flagged that the barriers on top of
the low walls along the pavement prevented
people from sitting on them and resting, which
they would find helpful in order to conserve
energy.

Photo 11
The bench outside St Stephen’s Church was
appreciated by Participate 4, although it was
noted that the lack of arm rests would make it
difficult for some people to use.

Photo 12

Crossings
All participants highlighted multiple issues with
crossings that make it difficult to move around,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
Photo 13

•

Missing tactile paving – either full or partial
Narrow dropped kerbs
Missing dropped kerbs
Poor quality dropped kerbs – not flush with
the road and / or uneven
Damaged and uneven road surfaces at
crossing points
Obstructed crossing points

8

Photo 14

Photo 15

Photo 16
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Photo 17

Photo 18
Participants generally felt that the mini
‘pedestrianised’ corner of Meadow Road and
Dorset Road was an improvement and of
benefit to residents.
However, it was also felt that:
• There was a missed opportunity to provide
seating.
• The bollards at the crossing are an
unnecessary potential collision hazard.
Photo 19

Additionally, participants flagged that vegetation
is beginning to grow along the gap between the
pavement and the kerb.

Photo 20
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4: Pavement around Albert Square Garden
Participants 1 and 2 flagged that there is only
one dropped kerb up to the pavement around
Albert Square Garden, and that this not flush
with the road.
Participant 3 also noted that there is no tactile
paving at this dropped kerb.

Photo 21

Photo 22

Photo 23
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There are also several obstructions on the
pavement around Albert Square Garden, which
would create issues for Participants 1, 2 and 3.

Photo 24

Photo 25

5: Albert Square LTN infrastructure
Existing LTN infrastructure
Participants were concerned about the
‘colourful crossing’ on Albert Square.

Photo 26

Colourful crossings can create issues for
disabled people with a range of impairments,
such as:
• They make the crossing more difficult to
recognise for (e.g.) people with learning
difficulties or cognitive impairments or
neurodivergent people.
• Guide dogs can also be confused by them
and may either lead a visually impaired
person into danger, or refuse to cross
• People who experience sensory overload,
visual disturbance or ‘misperceptions’
(experienced by some people with
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dementia) may find the patterns
uncomfortable and / or distressing to look at.
Further information about the impact of colourful
crossings on disabled people can be found
here:
Colourful Crossings » Transport for All
In relation to this specific colourful crossing:
•

•

Participant 3’s guide dog was unable to
successfully cross the road, instead veering
between the planters as if the crossing was
a standard path.
Participant 3 noted that there is no tactile
paving at any of the kerbs / intermediate
crossing points.

Photo 27

Photo 28
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The lack of dropped kerb across Albert Road
meant that it wasn’t possible for Participant 1 to
reach Clapham Road without walking on the
road.
Although it may have been possible to travel
across the cobbled paving behind the
pavement, a) this is not a wheelchair-friendly
surface and b) a car was parked in the way.
Photo 29
All participants felt uncomfortable walking on
the road behind the planters, and during the
time spent there, two vans passed the group at
a fair speed.
Lack of dropped kerbs in this area meant that
Participant 1 would have been unable to get off
the road to avoid collision.

Photo 30

Planned LTN infrastructure
Participants 1 and 2 were concerned at the
mention of gravel being used for some of the
surface, as this is not wheelchair-friendly.
Image 1

Participant 3 was concerned about the high
contrast between surfaces, particularly the red
and pale yellow, as this can give the impression
of a step.
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Participant 3 was pleased that a kerb would be
retained, and that tactile paving would be
provided at crossing points, but was concerned
about whether there would be a physical
delineation between the red ‘pedestrian area’
and the pale yellow ‘cycle area’ for safety
reasons.

Image 2
Participants were also generally concerned
about the loss of parking spaces for disabled
people who need to drive.

Image 3
Participant 4 was pleased that there would be
an increased amount of seating in the area.
Participants were also keen to emphasise that
seating and other street furniture should be
designed to be accessible to all, and that play
equipment should include inclusive play
options.
Image 4
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Image 5

6: Dorset Road LTN infrastructure
Existing LTN infrastructure
Participants felt that the existing planters look
unfriendly, particularly as they have been
graffitied.
Participant 3 noted that planters with sharp
edges can be uncomfortable to walk into.
Additionally, it was noted that dropped kerb is
partially obstructed by a planter, and that whilst
this may not impact in terms of width of the
crossing, visually impaired people crossing from
the opposite side of the road may collide with
the planter.
Photo 31

Photo 32
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7: Richbourne Terrace LTN infrastructure
Existing LTN infrastructure
Participants gave the same feedback as for
planters on Dorset Road.

Photo 33
Participants flagged a number of obstacles on
the pavement and issues with pavement
surfaces.
A particular issue was the trunk and roots of a
large tree, which creates a barrier for all
participants.

Photo 34

Photo 35
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New LTN infrastructure
Participants gave similar feedback as for new
infrastructure on Albert Square, as follows:
•
•
•
•

•

Pleased that kerb is to be retained and
tactile paving provided at crossings.
Concerned that cycles and pedestrians will
not be segregated.
Pleased at increased provision of seating.
Emphasised that street furniture / play
equipment needs to be accessible and
inclusive.
Concerned at loss of parking spaces.

Participants were pleased that the pavement
will be decluttered (see issues raised in relation
to existing infrastructure), but that unless the
tree is removed – which will not be desirable
from an environmental perspective – the
pavement will remain unusable by some
disabled people.

Image 5
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