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Officer Delegated Decision report: 11 April 2019 
 

Report Title:  Gipsy Hill Our Streets- Neighbourhood Enhancement Programme Phase 3 
 

Ward: Gipsy Hill 
 

Portfolio: Councillor Claire Holland, Cabinet Member for Environment and Clean Air 
 

Report authorised by: Raj Mistry, Director of Environment 
 

Contact for enquiries: Joel Belsham, Project Manager, Capital Programmes and Highways, 

jbelsham@lambeth.gov.uk  
 

Report Summary  
 

Following two rounds of community engagement as part of the Our Streets initiative, this report seeks 

scheme approval for measures to reduce vehicles speeds, improve pedestrian safety and make public 

realm improvements in Gipsy Hill ward.  

 

Finance summary 
 

The estimated cost of the measures proposed in this report is £200,000. The funding for this will be met 

by the TfL Local Improvement Plan 2019/20 (£150,000), Capital Receipts funding allocated to the 

Highways Improvement Plan (HIP) (£34,658) and a £15,342 Section 106 receipt. 

 

Recommendations  

1. To grant scheme approval for the following Our Streets initiatives in Gipsy Hill ward, as detailed in 

Section 2 and Appendix 1, at a forecast cost of £200,000: 

a) Gipsy Road junction with Auckland Hill: new pedestrian refuge, speed table and waiting 

restrictions. Cost: £31,500.  

b) Gipsy Road: new zebra crossing and speed table outside Kingswood School (Upper Site). 

Cost: £34,500 

c) Gipsy Road junction with Salters Hill: Change junction geometry, new pedestrian refuge 

and waiting restrictions. Cost: £21,500 

d) Clive Road junction with Carnac Street: new speed table. Cost: £24,500 

e) Gipsy Hill: General improvements to public realm with waiting restrictions near station. 

Cost: £20,300 

f) Other waiting restrictions: Cost: £5,000 

g) Additional 20mph signs and road markings: Add to various streets to encourage drivers 

to adhere to the speed limit. Cost: £4,000. 

h) Street trees: Plant 45 new trees to locations as identified in consultation: Cost £23,200 

i) Paxton Place and Vale Street: Improve pedestrian safety and accessibility by adding 

bollards and dropped kerbs as necessary. Cost: £1,000 

 

2. That, subject to the above approval, to agree to these schemes’ implementation under sections 6, 

124 and Schedule 1 and Part IV of Schedule 9 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, and 

section 90A-L of the Highways Act 1980, subject to no material objections resulting from the 

statutory consultation process, but that any objections that are received are considered by the 

Director of Environment before a decision is reached. 
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1 Context 
 

1.1 Our Streets is a Lambeth Council initiative that invites the local community to identify where 

improvements can be made to their streets to make them feel safer and better places to live. 

Gipsy Hill is one of four wards selected by the former Cabinet Member for Housing and 

Environment for phase 3 of this programme. The other wards are Streatham Hill, Knights Hill and 

Thurlow Park. The programme aims to reduce the dominance of motor traffic in residential areas, 

make evidence-based road safety improvements and improve public realm and streetscapes in 

line with the Mayor of London’s Healthy Streets initiative. 

 

1.2 Two stages of public consultation were undertaken in 2018. This feedback was used by ward 

councillors to identify and prioritise issues that are important to local residents. The project team, 

consisting of members and officers, then jointly developed a ward delivery plan which contains a 

series of interventions to address these priority issues. 

 

1.3 Wherever possible, project managers align Our Streets improvements with other highway/street 

works to ensure they complement each other and minimise disruption to local people.  

 

2 Proposals and reasons 

 

2.1 Gipsy Road/ Auckland Hill crossing improvements – estimated cost: £31,500 

The roundabout at this junction, which is near Kingswood School (Lower Site) currently offers a 

standard level of amenity for pedestrians wishing to crossing the road. Making crossing easier 

and safer at this location was frequently raised during both rounds of consultation. Proposed 

measures, illustrated in Appendix 1.1 are: 

 

2.1.1 Add a 1.8m wide pedestrian refuge island in Auckland Hill to assist pedestrians in crossing.  

 

2.1.2 Add a speed table in Gipsy Road west of the roundabout to slow vehicles and improve safety for 

pedestrians that cross here. This section of road was identified as having speeding issues and is 

a common crossing point for pedestrians during school arrival and dispersal.  

 

2.1.3 Add no waiting at any time restrictions (double yellow lines) to all approaches of the roundabout 

and extending the existing working-hours waiting restrictions (single yellow line) to the downhill 

section of Gipsy Road, to improve pedestrian inter-visibility and reduce vehicle congestion that 

can result in poor driver behaviour and speeding.  

 

2.2 Gipsy Road outside Kingswood School Upper Site: zebra crossing – estimated cost: 

£34,500 

Gipsy Road has vehicle speeding issues and lacks a formal crossing point for pedestrians in the 

vicinity of the school’s Upper site. A zebra crossing combined with a speed table in the vicinity of 

Kingswood School (Upper Site) to address both these issues was supported by 83% of 

respondents in the second round of consultation. An engineering assessment of vehicle and 

pedestrian data supports the suitability of this location for a formal zebra crossing. The proposed 

measures, illustrated in Appendix 1.2 are: 
 

2.2.1 Replace the existing informal crossing outside Kingswood School (Upper site) with a zebra 

crossing, a speed table and no-stopping restrictions (white zig zag markings). This will reduce the 

hazard for pedestrians when crossing the road especially during school arrival and dispersal. 

Existing speed cushions will be removed.  
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2.3 Gipsy Road/ Salters Hill – estimated cost: £21,500 

The current junction geometry allows vehicles turning left from Gipsy Road into Salters Hill to do 

so at speed. When coupled with some drivers not indicating, this creates a hazard for 

pedestrians crossing Salters Hill. Pedestrian movement surveys also show that a significant 

number cross Gipsy Road, between Rommany Road and Salters Hill where there are no 

crossing facilities during school arrival and dispersal. To address these issues, the proposed 

measures, illustrated in Appendix 1.3 are: 
 

2.3.1 Tighten the corner radius at junction of Salters Hill/Gipsy Road so forcing drivers to slow when 

turning left, making crossing Salters Hill easier and safer. Renew all road markings at junction. 

 

2.3.2 Create an informal crossing point on Gipsy Road between Rommany Road and Salters Hill, by 

providing a 1.8m wide pedestrian refuge island, and extending waiting restrictions. Remove some 

street furniture outside 197 Gipsy Road to allow access to crossing.  

 

2.4 Clive Road – estimated cost £24,500 

The east-west link between South Croxted Road and Carnac Street, via Clive Passage is well 

used by pedestrians, especially during school arrival and dispersal. Feedback from round 1 

consultation asked for safer crossings in the vicinity of Elmwood School, and an improved 

crossing of Clive Road was subsequently well supported during round 2. An engineering 

assessment of vehicle and pedestrian data indicates that this location does not meet standard 

requirements for a zebra crossing. However, improving pedestrian safety and accessibility at this 

location is still a priority for local people. This proposal was also considered in the wider context 

of the proposed Quietway 7 interventions in the area. The proposed measures, illustrated in 

Appendix 1.4 are: 
 

2.4.1 Install a speed table in Clive Road immediately north of its junction with Carnac Street to create 

an informal crossing point. This will require additional waiting restrictions resulting in the loss of 

up to four parking spaces near the corner shop. The existing guard rail on the eastern side of 

Clive Road will also be removed.  

 

2.5 Gipsy Hill station area: – estimated cost: £20,300 

A common issue raised during round 1 consultation was that the public space outside Gipsy Hill 

Station lacks visual amenity. Network Rail’s pedestrian side access to the station on Sainsbury 

Road was also highlighted as not being fit for purpose, in terms of safety and accessibility. The 

proposed measures, illustrated in Appendix 1.5, are: 

 

2.5.1 Replace and reposition cycle stands, street sign name plates, remove clutter, and add planter 

box and a bench to footway area between Mountbatten Close and Sainsbury Road. 

 

2.5.2 Install tactile paving, dropped kerbs, waiting restrictions to improve safety/accessibility for 

pedestrians crossing Sainsbury Road to or from the station.  

 

2.6 Other waiting restrictions – estimated cost: £5,000 

Responding to requests received during consultation, additional waiting restrictions in various 

locations.  

 

2.6.1 Parking on or close to a junction poses a hazard to all road users. The Highway Code advises 

that motorists should not park within 10 metres of a junction unless it is an authorised parking 

space (Rule 243), and a failure to adhere to this advice may be used in evidence in any court 

proceedings under Traffic Acts. However, where this is not an effective deterrent it is common to 

introduce “at any time” (double yellow line) waiting restrictions. These help to improve inter-
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visibility between drivers and pedestrians and provide clear access for all road users, particularly 

vulnerable road users such as pedestrians, pushchair and wheelchair users. 

 

2.6.2 While the measures are considered to help improve the safety of all road users, they invariably 

result in the ‘loss’ of parking, which is the primary cause of complaints and objections when such 

measures are proposed. Whilst drivers generally only choose to park close to junctions when 

parking is at a premium, safety and access must take priority over drivers’ loss of amenity. In 

most cases, as noted above, parking should not be occurring this close to junctions if the 

Highway Code is being adhered to. 

 

2.6.3 In recognition of the above, waiting restrictions, illustrated in Appendix 1.6, are proposed at the 

following locations: 

 Bristow Road junction with Whiteley Road (no waiting at any time)   

 Vale Street junction with Carnac Streets (no waiting at any time)  

 Paxton Place (no waiting at any time) 

 Hamilton Road junction with Paxton Place (no waiting at any time) 

 Hamilton Road near junction with Gipsy Road (no waiting 7am to 7pm Monday-Friday)  

 

2.7 20mph Signs and Road markings – estimated cost: £4,000 

Residents consistently asked for more signage in their streets to highlight the 20mph speed limit. 

Whilst legislation does not require such signs and the police are already able to enforce the 

20mph speed limit, other priorities on their resources mean there is a pressure on the council to 

install measures that encourage self-enforcement.  

 

2.7.1 It is proposed to install 20mph banners and 20mph roundel road markings on streets with either 

known (from speed surveys) or perceived (from consultation) speeding issues. These are Martell 

Road, Gipsy Hill, Auckland Hill, Alexandra Drive, Rommany Road and Gipsy Road. 

 

2.7.2 Final locations of banners and markings are to be confirmed on site, but in order to act as 

passive entry treatments they will generally be positioned near either end of the street, subject to 

driver visibility and suitable street furniture being available for the banners. 

 

2.8 Street Trees – estimated cost: £23,200 

During consultation, the public were asked which locations they would like to see new street 

trees. Several streets were frequently raised, due to a perceived lack of trees or where there 

were previous trees that have been removed. Locations have been assessed by the council’s 

arboricultural officer and local residents consulted 

 

2.8.1 It is proposed to plant a total of 45 trees on footways in Clive Road, Martell Road, Gipsy Road, 

Durban Road, St Gothard Road, Auckland Hill, Hamilton Road, Oak Road and Rommany Road 

(see Appendix 2). Residents in the shared-space section of Rommany Road will be consulted 

on whether to reduce the amount of parking by planting two trees in the shared space. 

 

2.9 Paxton Place Bollards Vale Street Dropped kerbs – estimated cost: £1,000 

Issues regarding pedestrian accessibility were raised during consultation at two locations. As a 

consequence, the following measures are proposed: 

 

2.9.1 Install two additional bollards at Paxton Place to prevent vehicles parking on footway. 

 

2.9.2 Install dropped kerbs at Northern entrance to Vale Street recycling centre. 
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3. Finance 

 

3.3 The cost of the measures proposed in this report is estimated to be £200,000. The funding for 

this will be met by the TfL Local Improvement Plan (LIP) 2019/20 (£150,000), the Lambeth 

Highways Improvement Plan (HIP) (£34,558) and a Section 106 contribution (£15,342) that has 

been paid to ‘improve links to public transportation in the vicinity of Gipsy Hill’. 

 

3.4 A break-down of estimated costs is shown in Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1 - Estimated Costs  

Ref Scheme 

Estimated Cost (£) 

Consultation 

and Design 
Construction Total 

2.1 Gipsy Road/Auckland Hill 6,500 25,000 31,500 

2.2 Gipsy Road East Zebra Crossing 6,500 28,000 34,500 

2.3 Salters Hill/ Gipsy Road Junction 6,500 15,000 21,500 

2.4 Clive Road Crossing 6,500 23,000 24,500 

2.5 Gipsy Hill Station Area 200 15,100 20,300 

2.6 Waiting Restrictions 3,000 2,000 5,000 

2.7 20mph signs and roadmarkings 0 4,000 4,000 

2.8 Street Trees 300 22,900 23,200 

2.9 Vale Street and Paxton Place 0 1,000 1,000 

 Project Management   20,000 

 Contingency   10,000 

 Transport Strategy Fund   4,500 

 Total   200,000 

 

 

4. Legal and Democracy  

 

4.1 The Council's powers to implement the measures proposed in this report are principally set out in 

the Highways Act 1980 (HA80) and Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (RTRA). 

 

4.2 In making such Orders, the Council must follow the statutory consultation procedures set out in 

the Local Authorities Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 1996 (the 

1996 Regulations). The said Regulations, prescribe inter alia, specific publication, consultation 

and notification requirements that must be strictly observed. It is incumbent on the Council to take 

account of any representations made during the consultation stage and any material objections 

received to the making of the Order, must be reported back to the decision maker before the 

Order is made. 
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4.3 By virtue of section 122 of the RTRA, the Council must exercise its powers under the RTRA 1984 

so as to secure 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. These powers must be exercised so far as practicable having regard to the following 

matters:- 

a) the desirability of securing and maintaining reasonable access to premises. 

b) the effect on the amenities of any locality affected including the regulation and restriction of 

heavy commercial traffic to preserve or improve amenity. 

c) the national air quality strategy. 

d) the importance of facilitating the passage of public service vehicles and of securing the 

safety and convenience of persons using or desiring to use such vehicles. 

e) any other matters appearing to the Council to be relevant. 

 

A recent High Court judgment confirms that the Council must have proper regard to the matters 

set out in s 122(1) and (2) and specifically document its analysis of all relevant section 122 

considerations when reaching any decision.  

 

Loading and Waiting Restrictions 

 

4.4 Sections 6, 124, Schedule 1 and Part IV of Schedule 9 of the RTRA, enable the Council to 

implement by Order (TMO) the waiting restrictions in those roads to which this reports refers. The 

same also provides the Council with the power to prohibit, restrict and otherwise regulate the use 

of a road or any part of the width of a road by all classes of traffic, or by any class or classes of 

traffic and to vary or revoke an existing TMO for the purpose. The exercise of this power requires 

the making of a Traffic Management Order. The requisite sign(s) or road marking(s) for this 

purposes is specified in the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 (TSRGD).  

 

4.5 Section 6 of the RTRA provides that the Council may make a TMO for any of the following 

purposes (mentioned at paragraphs (a) to (g) of section 1(1) of the Act) namely:  

a) for avoiding danger to persons or other traffic using the road or any other road or for 

preventing the likelihood of any such danger arising, or  

b) for preventing damage to the road or to any building on or near the road, or  

c) for facilitating the passage on the road or any other road of any class of traffic (including 

pedestrians), or  

d) for preventing the use of the road by vehicular traffic of a kind which, or its use by vehicular 

traffic in a manner which, is unsuitable having regard to the existing character of the road or 

adjoining property, or  

e) (without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (d) above) for preserving the character of 

the road in a case where it is specially suitable for use by persons on horseback or on foot, 

or  

f) for preserving or improving the amenities of the area through which the road runs 

g) for any of the purposes specified in paragraphs (a) to (c) of subsection (1) of section 87 of 

the Environment Act 1995 (air quality). 

 

4.6 Once the abovementioned Order is made, the council is required as soon as practicable to install 

the necessary road markings in that location so as to adequately provide information as to the 

Order in place there. 
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Establishing a Zebra Crossing  

 

4.7 Section 23 of the RTRA provides powers to establish; alter and remove crossings for pedestrians 

and requires that such crossings be indicated in the manner prescribed by Regulations made 

under Section 25 of the Act. The relevant regulations for this purpose are The Zebra, Pelican and 

Puffin Pedestrian Crossings Regulations and General Directions 1997 and the requisite sign or 

signs for these purposes specified in the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 

(TSRGD). Section 75 of the Highways Act 1980 extends a power to vary the relative widths of the 

carriageway and of any footway. 

 

4.8 Section 23(2) of the RTRA provides that before establishing a crossing the local traffic authority 

shall:  

a) Consult with the chief officer of police about their proposal to do so; 
b) Give public notice of that proposal to do so 

  

Traffic Calming 

  

4.9 Traffic calming works in London, such as the installation of traffic islands are prescribed within the 

provisions of sections 90G – 90I of the Highways Act 1980 and the Highways (Traffic Calming) 

Regulations 1999 (as amended). Where a highway authority proposes to construct a traffic 

calming work in a highway they must consult with:  

a) the police for the area in which the highway is situated, and 

b) any persons or organisation representing persons who use the highway or are otherwise 

likely to be affected by the traffic calming works as the highway authority thinks fit. 

 

Speed Humps/Raised tables 

 

4.10 The power to construct (and remove) speed humps is provided by section 90A of the Highways 

Act 1980. The exercise of these powers is subject to compliance with the notification, consultation 

and design requirements of the Highways (Road Humps) Regulations 1999 as amended. The 

consultation requirements are set out at Section 90C of the HA80 and detailed in the said 

Regulations. Those requirements include a duty to consult with: 

 

a) the chief police officer; 

b) the fire and rescue authority 

c) the chief officer of any body providing ambulance services; 

d) organisations appearing to represent persons who use the highway to which the proposal 

relates, or to represent persons who are otherwise likely to be affected by the road hump. 

 

4.11 The relevant signage requirements are set out at Regulation 6 of the said Regulations and the 

required sign or signs specified in the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 

(TSRGD).  

 

4.12 Once the abovementioned Order is made & traffic calming works completed, the council is 

required as soon as practicable to install the necessary road markings & signs in that location so 

as to adequately provide information as to the Order/traffic calming installations in place there. 

The required sign or signs for this purpose are specified in the TSRGD. 

 

4.13 The Council has, pursuant to Section 62 of the Highways Act 1980, a general power to improve 

any highway in its area and per Section 66 of that same Act, the power to install and remove 

safety features on the edge of a footway for the protection of pedestrians, such as raised paving, 
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guard-rails and bollards. Section 75 of the Highways Act 1980 extends a power to vary the 

relative widths of the carriageway and of any footway. Section 85(2) of the RTRA places a duty 

on the council to erect and maintain traffic signs in such positions as may be requisite in order to 

give effect to general or other directions including speed limits applying to a road for which the 

council is a traffic authority. The Council has several specific powers in relation to the planting of 

trees and the maintenance thereof, including Section 96 of the Highways Act 1980. 

 

4.14 The history and outcome of non-statutory public consultation undertaken to date is detailed in 

Section 5 of this report. The following principles of consultation were set out in a recent High 

Court case: First, a consultation had to be at a time when proposals were still at a formative 

stage. Second, the proposer had to give accurate and sufficient reasons for any proposal to 

permit of intelligent consideration and meaningful response. Third, adequate time had to be given 

for consideration and response, and finally, the product of consultation had to be considered with 

a receptive mind and conscientiously taken into account in finalising any statutory proposals. The 

process of consultation had to be effective and looked at as a whole it had to be fair. Fairness 

might require consultation not only upon the preferred option, but also upon any discarded 

option(s). The proposals detailed in this report require the making of a TMO. The statutory 

procedure to be followed in this connection (detailed above) includes a consultation stage. The 

Council is obliged to take account of any representations made at that stage, and any material 

objections received will need to be reported back to the decision maker before an Order is made. 

All objections received must be properly considered by the decision maker in the light of 

administrative law principles, Human Rights law and the relevant statutory powers. The 1996 

Regulations provides for the holding of a public inquiry in connection with a decision to approve, 

modify or abandon a TMO. The purpose of such an inquiry would be for the proposal to be 

examined and for the public to be given the opportunity to make their views known in a public 

forum. The Council is only obliged to hold a public inquiry if the proposal relates to the prohibition 

of loading and unloading of vehicles of any class in a road on any day of the week (i) at all times, 

(ii) before 0700, (iii) between 1000 and 1600 hours, or (iv) after 1900 hours and an objection has 

been made to the proposed order; or the order relates to the prohibition or restriction of passage 

of public service vehicles. In all other cases, the decision maker may determine at his discretion 

whether or not to hold a public inquiry before making an order. 

 

4.15 Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 sets out the new public sector equality duty replacing the 

previous duties in relation to race, sex and disability and extending the duty to all the protected 

characteristics i.e. race, sex, disability, age, sexual orientation, religion or belief, pregnancy or 

maternity, marriage or civil partnership and gender reassignment. The public sector equality duty 

requires public authorities to have due regard to the need to: 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation 

 Advance equality of opportunity and 

 Foster good relations between those who share a protected characteristic and those who do 

not. 

 

4.16 Part of the duty to have “due regard” where there is disproportionate impact will be to take steps 

to mitigate the impact and the Council must demonstrate that this has been done, and/or justify 

the decision, on the basis that it is a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim. 

Accordingly, there is an expectation that a decision maker will explore other means which have 

less of a disproportionate impact. 

 

4.17 The Equality Duty must be complied with before and at the time that a particular policy is under 

consideration or decision is taken – that is, in the development of policy options, and in making a 
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final decision. A public body cannot satisfy the Equality Duty by justifying a decision after it has 

been taken. 

 

4.18 In addition to the above, Section 175A of the Highways Act 1980 extends a specific duty upon 

local authorities to have regard to the needs of disabled and blind in the execution of certain 

street works (namely the placing of lamp-posts, bollards, traffic signs, apparatus or other 

permanent obstructions) which may impede such persons. 

 

4.19 The Council’s constitution delegates to Directors and Assistant Directors (Delivery) the authority 

to consider objections received from statutory consultation as part of the TMO making process, 

(subject to a formal report setting out the objections, with clear recommendations, being 

submitted for approval) and the power to make, amend or revoke traffic orders, following the 

consideration of such objections. 

 

4.20 The Council’s Constitution requires that all key decisions, decisions which involve resources 

between the sums of £100,000 and £500,000, and important or sensitive issues, must be 

published on the website for five clear days before the decision is approved by the Director or 

Cabinet Member concerned.  Any representations received during this period must be considered 

by the decision-maker before the decision is taken. 

 

5. Consultation and co-production 

 

5.1 As part of the public consultation for the Norwood Co-operative Local Investment Plan (CLIP), the 

council wrote to every household in Gipsy Hill ward in November 2016 asking residents’ priorities 

for, amongst other things, improving the streetscape. The household survey were supplemented 

by face-to-face interviews to ensure that the profile of respondents was representative of the 

wider community. The results of this were assembled in spring 2017 and used by ward 

councillors to inform what Our Streets interventions should set out to achieve. These themes 

were translated by officers into a range of specific and generic suggested changes that formed 

the basis of round 1 of the Our Streets public consultation.  

 

5.2 Round 1 consultation for the four wards of Phase 3 of the Our Streets Programme ran between 7 

March 2018 and 6 April 2018. It comprised an online survey and one drop-in engagement 

session. The public were asked to what extent they supported the suggestions and to offer 

alternative solutions or identify other areas in need of improvement. Possible locations for new 

street trees were also identified. 

 

5.3 Feedback to round 1 generated 250 individual responses for Gipsy Hill ward (see Appendix 2). In 

consultation with ward members, these informed a shortlist of specific interventions that were 

assessed by officers as having potential to pass financial, technical and legal scrutiny. These 

proposals were also considered within the wider context of the four wards of Our Streets phase 3 

and ambitions of the Norwood CLIP. A ward delivery plan was developed and approved by ward 

members, which sought to address the key issues within the scope of the project. 

5.4 A second round of consultation for the Gipsy Hill ward was conducted between 13 September 

and 5 October 2018, which once again included an online survey and drop-in engagement 

session. Concept designs for the four road safety schemes (proposals 2.1 to 2.4) were consulted 

on. The public were again asked to what extent they supported each of the proposals, with 

additional comments also collected. This round also allowed for suggestions to be made from 

those who missed the first round. 245 individual responses were received (see Appendix 3). 
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5.5 Ward councillors have given their endorsement to the proposed schemes identified in section 2 of 

this report. 

 

5.6 Officers will liaise with local businesses that are located in areas where on-street parking will be 

affected, prior to statutory consultation.  

 

6. Risk management  

 

6.1 Risks associated with the implementation and outcomes of the proposed scheme are outlined in 

Table 2. Subsequent mitigation is proportionate to the perceived severity of the risk. Table 3 

indicates how risk severity is calculated. 

 

Table 2 - Risk Management 

Risk 
Likelih

ood 
Impact Score Mitigation 

Costs are underestimated, and 

actual costs exceed budget. 

Quotations for design and build 

of schemes not yet received 

from Contractor.  

3 2 6 

Make conservative estimates. 

Allow 10% contingency figure in 

programme budget 

One scheme can potentially be removed 

from programme if necessary as agreed 

with ward members. 

Objections to parking loss 

during statutory consultation 

may delay, or, in worst case, 

prevent crossing schemes from 

commencing. 

 

3 2 6 

Ensure member support for schemes 

prior to statutory consultation. 

Separate potentially contentious phases 

into separate traffic orders to prevent 

single issues affecting wider 

programme. 

The work break down structure 

required to construction stage 

means the cost plan may not be 

able to spend the whole 

programme budget in 2018/19 

4 1 4 

A portion of budget will potentially need 

to be accrued into the 2019/20 FY in 

agreement with the Capital Management 

Accountant 

 

Table 3 - Risk Calculation 

 Impact 

Minor   (1) Significant  (2) Serious   (4) Major   (8) 

Likelihood 

Very likely     (4) 4 8 16 32 

Likely            (3) 3 6 12 24 

Unlikely         (2) 2 4 8 16 

Very Unlikely (1) 1 2 4 8 

 

7. Equalities impact assessment  

 

7.1 The Project Manager has screened each scheme’s likely effect on people who have one or more 

of the protected characteristics (race, sex, disability, age, sexual orientation, religion or belief, 

pregnancy or maternity, marriage or civil partnership and gender reassignment). The screening 

looked at how the scheme might: 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation, 
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 Advance equality of opportunity, and 

 Foster good relations between those who share a protected characteristic and those who 

do not. 

7.2 Of the protected characteristics, only people with disabilities were identified as being particularly 

affected by the proposals. This arises from parking loss adjacent to the proposed crossings in 

proposals 2.1 – 2.6. Because there is reasonably convenient alternative parking provision within 

50 metres of these locations, this loss of amenity is considered proportionate and not in breach of 

equalities legislation. 

 

8. Community safety 

 

8.1 The project should improve the condition of safety on the public highway which is likely to reduce 

the risk of serious collisions in the future. The majority (80%) of the investment from this 

programme is allocated for road safety measures. 

 

8.2 There were eight traffic accidents resulting in injury on Gipsy Road in the 3 years to 2017, and 12 

on Gipsy Hill. Gipsy Road will receive road safety measures (2.1, 2,2 and 2.3) as part of this 

programme. Additional speed limit awareness measures will also be installed at Gipsy Hill (2.7) 

 

8.3 The Council has an obligation under section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 to consider 

crime and disorder whilst carrying out its various functions. As stated above, the proposal would 

improve the safety of the pubic and would therefore have no adverse impact.  

 

9. Organisational implications  

 

9.1 Environmental: 

These proposals complement the Mayor’s Transport and Environment Strategies by improving 

the public realm to encourage walking and cycling. Modal shift to more walking and cycling 

benefits local air quality and helps to reduce the borough’s carbon emissions. The planting of 

trees contributes towards the Lambeth 2017-2022 Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP- Action Point 

32) by increasing green infrastructure.  These proposals also support other actions in our AQAP: 

Action Point 46 reprioritisation of road space and Action Point 42.1 increasing the amount of 

citizens cycling outside the 18-38 age group.  

 

9.2 Staffing and accommodation 

A staffing resource amounting to 0.6FTE has been allocated in the Service Plan to deliver this 

project; this resource is already in post. 

 

9.3 Procurement  

None as a result of his report; the LoHAC framework will be called on to construct these 

schemes. 

 

9.4 Health  

None as a result of his report. 
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10. Timetable for implementation 

 

Table 4 shows milestone dates for the processes required for implementation. The proposed 

waiting restrictions will be notified in a separate traffic order, so that the road safety measures 

can be progressed independently of possible objection processes for unrelated parking loss. 

 

Table 4 - Timetable for Implementation 

Ref Scheme 

 Milestone 

Concept 
Design 

Completed 

ODDR 
approved 

Detailed 
design 

completed 

Traffic 
Orders in 

force* 

Construction 
Start 

2.1 Gipsy Road/Auckland Hill 

18/02/19 
 

01/03/19 
 

 

24/5/19 
 

3/6/19  
 

2.2 Gipsy Road East Zebra Crossing 
 

2.3 Salters Hill/ Gipsy Road Junction 
 

2.4 Clive Road Zebra Crossing 
 

2.5 Gipsy Hill Station Area 
14/12/18 

 

12/4/19 22/3/19 

2.6 Waiting Restrictions 
 

12/4/19 15/4/19  

2.7 20mph signs and roadmarkings N/A 
 

N/A 
 

22/3/2019  
 

2.8 Street Trees 14/12/18 
 

2.9 Vale Street and Paxton Place N/A 
 

 

*Additional 3 weeks allowed for dealing with possible objections to traffic orders. This period may 

be longer dependant on nature of objections, or zero if no objections received.  
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Audit Trail 

Consultation 

Name/Position 
Lambeth directorate / 

department or partner 
Date Sent 

Date 

Received 

Comments in 

paragraph: 

Councillor Claire 

Holland 

Cabinet Member for 

Environment and Clean Air 
 21.02.19  

Cllr Jennifer Brathwaite Ward Councillor 13.02.19   

Cllr Matthew Bennett Ward Councillor 13.02.19   

Cllr Peter Elliot Ward Councillor 13.02.19   

Russell Trewartha 

Programme Manager 

Highways, Capital Programmes 

and Sustainability 
25.11.18 30.11.18 1, 2, 6, 7 

Andrew Burton 

Assistant Director 

Highways, Capital Programmes 

and Sustainability 
15.02.19 19.02.19 cleared 

Maria Burton, Senior 

Democratic Services 

Officer 

Legal and Governance 10.12.18 13.12.18 4 

Jean-Marc Moocarme 

Senior Prosecution 

Lawyer 

Legal and Governance 2.12.18 3.12.18 4 

Ian Speed, Accountant Finance and Investment 2.12.18 10.12.18 3 

Raj Mistry, Director Environment 14.2.19   

Simon Phillips, 

Transport & Public Realm 

Strategy Manager 

Growth, Planning & 

Employment 
   

Andrew Round, 

Sustainability & Road 

Safety Manager 

Highways, Capital Programmes 

and Sustainability 
2.12.18 10.12.18 9 

Calvin Maclean, Head of 

Public Protection & 

Regulatory Services 

Community Safety 2.12.18 2.12.18 8 

Bala Balaskanthan, 

Senior Project Engineer 

Highways, Capital Programmes 

and Sustainability 
8.1.19 15.2.19 throughout 

 

Report History 

Original discussion with Cabinet Member Ongoing since January 2018 

Part II Exempt from Disclosure/ 

confidential accompanying report? 

No 

Key decision report No 

Background information  - Norwood CLIP 

- TfL Healthy Streets, 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/healthy-streets-for-

london.pdf 

- Lambeth Air Quality Action Plan, 

https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/pcc-

air-quality-action-plan-2017-2022.pdf 

Appendices 1. Concept Design Drawings: 

2. Schedule of tree planting 

3. Consultation Report Round 1 

4. Consultation Report Round 2 

https://moderngov.lambeth.gov.uk/documents/s92973/Appendix%20A%20-%20Gipsy%20Hill%20Knights%20Hill%20and%20Thurlow%20Park%20Co-operative%20Local%20Investment%20Plan%20CLIP%2020.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/healthy-streets-for-london.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/healthy-streets-for-london.pdf
https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/pcc-air-quality-action-plan-2017-2022.pdf
https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/pcc-air-quality-action-plan-2017-2022.pdf
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APPROVAL BY OFFICER IN ACCORDANCE WITH SCHEME OF DELEGATION 

 

I confirm I have consulted Finance, Legal and Democratic Services and taken account of their 

advice and comments in completing the report for approval: 

 

Signature: ________________________________ Date:  ____________ 

 

Post:  Joel Belsham 

 Project Manager – Neighbourhoods 

 

 

I approve the above recommendations: 

 

Signature: _____________________________________ Date: ________________ 

 

Post: Raj Mistry 

Director, Environment 

 

             

Any declarations of interest (or exemptions granted): None 

 

Any conflicts of interest: None 

 

Any dispensations: None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


