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Executive summary 

We worked with the London Borough of Hackney to develop proposals to help 
people walk and cycle more often in neighbourhoods linking Lea Bridge and Dalston.  
We held a consultation on the second phase of our proposals, which was concerned 
with proposed improvements in an area between Clapton and Lea Bridge, from 17 
October – 19 December 2019 and invited a wide range of people and other 
stakeholders to give us their views. 
 
Our first phase of consultation, which was concerned with proposed improvements in 
an area between Dalston and Clapton, was held from 17 July – 9 September 2019.  
We published a Consultation Report, setting out the outcomes of the consultation 
and our subsequent decisions, in February 2020.  The report is available on our 
website. 
 
Summary of results 
 
There were 2,259 responses to the consultation in total1.  This is made up of: 
 

• 1,379 original responses, which were submitted through our website or in 
writing 

• 313 identical responses that were handed to us at a public drop-in event.  
Throughout this report we refer to these responses as ‘Campaign 1’  

• 567 identical responses (but not the same as those 313 responses referenced 
above) that were manually inputted to our website.  We refer to these 
responses as ‘Campaign 2’ throughout this report 

 
We also received two petitions, both of which raised concerns with our proposals.  
One of these contained 95 signatures and was submitted to us during the 
consultation period.  The other contained 751 signatures and was submitted to us 
after the consultation had closed but has been included in this analysis.   
 
We asked respondents to judge what effect our proposals might have on walking, 
cycling, using public transport and using private transport. We provided a range of 
effects for respondents to choose between ranging from ‘Many more people would 
choose to travel in this way’ to ‘Fewer people would choose to travel in this way’. Of 
the 1,379 original responses we received through our website or in writing: 
 

• 51 per cent felt that more people would walk 

• 65 per cent felt that more people would cycle 

• 35 per cent felt that more people would use public transport 

• 42 per cent felt that fewer people would use a motor vehicle for personal 
journeys 

• 23 per cent felt that fewer people would use a motor vehicle for business 
reasons 

 
 

 
1 This includes 17 responses from organisations we would consider to be stakeholders. 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/dalston-to-lea-bridge/
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/dalston-to-lea-bridge/
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Next steps 

 
The coronavirus pandemic has delayed the publication of this report until now and 
has significantly reduced the funding available to make improvements to London’s 
streets.  
 
The feedback we received was invaluable in helping us to further improve the 
scheme.  We now intend to implement the improvements that we proposed in our 
consultation, although we have made some changes based on the feedback we 
received from respondents.  These changes are described in more detail in chapter 
5 of this report.  
 
The Chatsworth Road junction with Lea Bridge Road design remains as proposed in 
the consultation materials. However, the junction will be monitored to ensure it 
operates as expected, and adjustments will be made if there are changes to the 
amount of traffic using Chatsworth Road in the future.  
 
The entrance of Powell Road at the junction with Kenninghall Road has been closed 
to motor vehicles under an experimental traffic order as part of the Streetspace 
programme. This was implemented during 2020 in response to the coronavirus 
pandemic, after the Cycleway consultation was carried out.  
 
During the detailed design process that follows consultation, we will carefully 
consider material choices and any other areas where costs could potentially be 
reduced without fundamentally changing what is proposed.   
 
We will notify stakeholders and local people when we are in a position to begin work 
on building the improvements. Construction will be phased to manage the impact of 
the works on the road network and ensure that adequate funding is available to 
deliver each phase. The improvements to Millfields Park are expected to start 
construction first in Autumn 2021, with the remaining improvements on Lea Bridge 
Road and Lea Bridge Roundabout to follow starting from Spring 2022.  
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1. About the proposals 

1.1 Introduction 

Our proposals were designed to make it easier to cross busy roads, remove through 
traffic on some residential roads and offer a safe, segregated space for people to 
cycle on the busier sections of the route. We consulted on our proposals in phases: 
our second phase of consultation focussed on improvements between Clapton and 
Lea Bridge.  

Our proposals included:  

• A new cycle route that people cycling can use to get around 
• New and upgraded signalised junctions with facilities for people walking and 

cycling 
• A new tree-lined boulevard for people cycling and walking within Millfields 

Park, with new trees, lighting and improved landscaping 
• Changing entry to and exit from some roads along the route 
• Improvements to traffic calming on Powell Road 
• Changes to some parking and loading provision 
• Improvements to the public realm  

Cycleways are new high-quality cycle routes that people cycling can use to get 
around. They link communities, businesses and destinations across London. Each 
new Cycleway will have its own number with on-street signs and road markings, 
making them easy to use. 
 

1.2 Purpose 
 

The proposed improvements were designed to help us meet the target set out in the 
Mayor's Transport Strategy that 80 per cent of all London trips be made on foot, by 
bicycle or on public transport by 2041. Changing how space is allocated to different 
road users throughout London is an important way of helping more people travel 
sustainably.  
 
The proposed new Cycleway between Lea Bridge and Dalston was identified in our 
Strategic Cycling Analysis as a key area for existing and potential cycling. This 
proposed new Cycleway also provides an opportunity to improve the street network 
by encouraging walking and cycling, increasing connectivity to key attractions, new 
developments, transport hubs and the wider Cycleways network.  
 
The areas between Lea Bridge and Dalston tend to be residential with vibrant high 
streets and green space. However, some roads through these neighbourhoods are 
currently dominated by motor traffic and can be intimidating and unpleasant places 
for people to walk and cycle. These proposals would provide a safer and more 
pleasant environment and would improve connections between residential areas and 
town centres. They would contribute towards the Mayor of London’s Vision Zero 
ambition to eradicate deaths and serious injuries from our streets by 2041. 
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2. About the consultation 

2.1 Purpose  
 
The objectives of the consultation were to:  
 

• Give stakeholders and the public easily-understood information about the 
proposals and allow them to respond  

• Allow us to understand any issues or impacts that might affect the proposals 
of which we were not previously aware  

• Allow respondents to make suggestions to us  
 

2.1  Consultation history  
 

We held a consultation on the first phase of our proposals (which was concerned 
with improvements in the area between Dalston and Clapton) from 17 July – 9 
September 2019. 
 

2.2  Who we consulted  

 
Our consultation was open to anyone who had a view about our proposals; although 
we primarily contacted relevant residents, businesses and stakeholders near our 
proposals in the London Borough of Hackney. 
 

2.3  Dates and duration  

 
The consultation ran for over eight weeks, from 17 October – 16 December 2019. 
 

2.4  What we asked  

 
Our website included a questionnaire for respondents to complete, although they 
were also free to send us their thoughts by letter or email. We asked people who 
completed our questionnaire to tell us how they thought the proposals might impact 
how people would travel, and additionally to explain their reasoning for their 
assessment in free text.  
 
We also asked respondents to tell us whether our proposals would positively or 
negatively affect their journeys, and additionally to tell us how we might mitigate any 
negative impacts they foresaw. Respondents were also asked to give us their name, 
email address and postcode, along with information about their travel habits, and 
certain demographic information; although all these questions were voluntary. Our 
consultation questionnaire is included in Appendix A.  
 
Our consultation was intended to enable us to learn what issues respondents might 
have with our proposals, together with any suggestions they might have for how 
these issues could be mitigated (or respondents’ suggestions for other changes or 
improvements they felt might be made to the proposals). We developed our 
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consultation questionnaire accordingly, and included within it a set of questions we 
felt would encourage respondents to consider specifically what issues they foresaw  

with our proposals. We made clear on our consultation website that respondents 
could also submit their views to us in writing to our Freepost or email address. 

 

2.5  Methods of responding   
 

People were able to respond to the consultation by:  
 

• answering the online questionnaire on our consultation website at 
consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/dalston-to-lea-bridge  

• sending a letter to FREEPOST TfL CONSULTATIONS  
• emailing us at consultations@tfl.gov.uk  

 
Foreign language translations, large print, Braille or audio versions of our 
consultation materials could also be requested.  We have included a copy of our 
online questionnaire in Appendix A. 
 

2.6  Consultation materials and publicity    
 

We used a range of channels to raise awareness of the consultation and ensure that 
members of the public and stakeholders were aware of its purposes.  All materials 
encouraged interested parties to visit our website or contact us to find out more 
about the scheme and how to respond.  

2.6.1 Website  

Our website www.tfl.gov.uk/Clapton-leabridge provided detailed information about 
the consultation, including overview maps, drawings and computer-generated 
images. It was divided into pages which:  
 

• provided an overview of the scheme  
• explained our proposals for each section of the scheme in detail  
• included ‘Healthy Street’ assessments for each neighbourhood as well as our 

Equality Impacts Assessment  
 
A copy of the information we provided on our website is included in Appendix A. 

2.6.2 Letters and postcards 

We sent letters to over 16,000 local residents and businesses (i.e. all those 
properties situated within 450 metres of the proposed route). Our letter made clear 
that the consultation had launched and included an overview of the proposals. If our 
letter distribution partner could not gain access to a property to post a letter, then 
they posted the letter first class the next day.  
 
We produced a postcard which promoted the opportunity to take part in our 
consultation, and included the date, time and location of two public drop-in events we 
had arranged.  Approximately 500 copies of the postcards were handed to local 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/Clapton-leabridge
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people walking in the vicinity of Lea Bridge Road and Powell Road on 3 and 7 
December.   
 
Copies of the letter, a map of the distribution area and a copy of the postcard we 
handed to local people can be found in Appendix A. 

2.6.3 Emails to people and other stakeholders 

We sent an email about the consultation to over 108,000 people who use public 
transport or cycle in the area. The data for the distribution list was extracted from our 
master database of those who have registered their details with us. We also sent an 
email to a wide range of stakeholders likely to be interested in the proposals.  Both 
emails are included in Appendix A, together with the list of stakeholders we 
approached. 

2.6.4 Posters at bus stops 

We placed posters at bus stops in the vicinity of our proposals on Lea Bridge Road.  
The posters promoted the opportunity to take part in our consultation, and included 
the date, time and location of two public drop-in events we had arranged.  A copy of 
the poster we produced is included in Appendix A. 

2.6.5 Press release 

We issued a press release at the launch of the consultation.  The Hackney Gazette 
subsequently carried a piece which noted the launch of the consultation: 
 
https://www.hackneygazette.co.uk/news/tfl-reveals-plans-for-cycling-lanes-on-lea-
bridge-roundabout-as-part-of-dalston-to-walthamstow-route-1-6336148 

2.6.6 Public drop-in events 

We held two public drop-in events at times and locations intended to be convenient 
for as many people as possible. At each event, staff from TfL and the London 
Borough of Hackney were available to answer questions.  These were held at the 
following dates, times and venues: 
 

St. James The Great Church, 
Lower Clapton Road, London E5 8EG   

Tuesday 3 December 2019 (12:00 - 
19:00)  
 

Beecholme Estate Community Hall, 
Prout Road, London E5 9NP 

Saturday 7 December 2019 (11:00 - 
16:00)  
 

Figure 1 Public drop-in events held during the consultation 
 
We met representatives from the National Federation of the Blind UK on Thursday 
12 December and produced a series of ‘tactile maps’ which described our proposals 
by touch and feel, to help attendees to understand our proposals and to comment on 
them.   

https://www.hackneygazette.co.uk/news/tfl-reveals-plans-for-cycling-lanes-on-lea-bridge-roundabout-as-part-of-dalston-to-walthamstow-route-1-6336148
https://www.hackneygazette.co.uk/news/tfl-reveals-plans-for-cycling-lanes-on-lea-bridge-roundabout-as-part-of-dalston-to-walthamstow-route-1-6336148
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Figure 2 TfL staff engaging with members from the National Federation for the Blind 
UK using 'tactile maps' 
 

2.7  Pre-consultation engagement  

 
We made contact with the following stakeholders to offer a briefing on our emerging 
proposals:  
 

• Madina Mosque Trust  

• BSix Sixth Form College and other local schools  

• Homerton Hospital and the London Ambulance Service  

• Millfields Park Users Group  

• RNIB  
 
We also met several Hackney Councillors in March 2019 to discuss our proposals for 
several schemes, including our proposals for cycling, walking and public transport 
improvements between Lea Bridge and Dalston.   
 
We held further discussions with several Councillors in late 2019, including Cllr 
Gordon and Cllr Burke.  We have listed the issues raised by Cllrs in the table below, 
together with the response we provided at that time. 
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Issue raised TfL’s response 

Provide a justification for why a 
crossroads at Lea Bridge Roundabout 
has not been proposed. 

 

The proposed changes at Lea Bridge 
Roundabout have been developed to 
deliver significant improvements for 
people walking and cycling in the short to 
medium term. The changes we are 
currently consulting on would provide 
protected cycle tracks through the space 
as well as more room for pedestrians to 
cross on traffic islands (along with 
shorter crossing distances). 

In the longer term, TfL shares the desire 
from Hackney Council to make more 
transformational changes to the 
roundabout and its surroundings, with 
substantial redevelopment. This would 
likely include a more transformational 
change to the roundabout, with removing 
it altogether one of the possible options. 

In developing the current design, we 
have had to think carefully about the 
operation of the bus network. The plans 
include introducing new bus priority lanes 
to maintain bus journey time reliability 
and maintaining bus standing facilities for 
the routes that terminate here. The 
proposed changes could potentially be 
introduced in 2020/21 (subject to public 
consultation and approvals) and provide 
significant road safety and active travel 
benefits at an appropriate level of 
investment. 

The proposals have carefully accounted 
for the unique bus requirements at this 
location as well as maintaining existing 
bus journey times. There are a large 
number of buses that travel through the 
area providing crucial transport links for 
the local community. The existing bus 
stands at the centre of the roundabout, 
combined with the turning facility 
provided by the roundabout, are crucial 
to bus operations. Making more major 
changes at this location would require 
two key issues to be addressed: 

1) Where in the local area to provide 
alternative bus stands and bus driver 
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facilities (toilets) 

2) How to turn buses around at the end 
of their route so that they can make their 
return journeys  

The creation of the bus stand in the 
roundabout (approximately 12 years ago) 
reduced the need to stand buses on 
Hackney borough roads which used to 
be a significant concern for residents, 
particularly around Clapton Pond. 
Removing the bus stand from the centre 
of the roundabout would require the bus 
stands to be re-allocated either on 
boroughs roads (which is very unlikely to 
be acceptable to residents) or within the 
footprint of a redesigned crossroads 
junction.  

The second issue to address would be 
the need for buses to turn around, either 
because they are at the start/end of their 
route or to allow buses to turn to regulate 
services. A crossroads would remove the 
existing simple and quick turning facility 
and would require buses to turn around 
in a relatively long and slow circular route 
using borough roads. This would be a 
major change and would significantly 
increase bus operating costs. For 
Hackney residents, the expected impact 
would be buses using local residential 
roads such as Nightingale Road and 
Brooke Road. 

Organise two consultation drop-in 
sessions for residents and extend the 
consultation end date to ensure there is 
enough time for these to be organised. 

 

These were organised for 3 and 7 
December. The consultation was 
extended to 16 December. 

 

Confirm whether any changes to traffic 
levels are expected at Urswick Road and 
provide further information on traffic 
modelling outputs and any likely traffic 
redistribution caused by the proposed 
banned turns. 

 

Rationale for the Banned Turns 
 
Across London, 79 per cent of cyclist 
collisions that result in a KSI (Killed and 
Seriously Injured) occur at junctions and 
involve left turning and right turning 
motor vehicles turning across the path of 
cyclists. 

The proposed junction at Lea Bridge 
Road with Chatsworth Road includes a 
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banned left turn from Lea Bridge Road 
into Chatsworth Road to reduce the 
likelihood of left turning motor vehicle 
collisions with cyclists.  

The proposed banned right turn from 
Chatsworth Road into Lea Bridge Road 
allows the traffic signals to operate as 
efficiently as possible reducing delays to 
all road users including pedestrians, 
cyclists and buses. This allows the right 
turn from Lea Bridge Road into 
Chatsworth Road (used by bus number 
308) to run in a separate signal stage to 
cyclists travelling along the proposed 
Cycleway, removing the ‘right hook’ risk.  

Without the proposed banned right turn 
from Chatsworth Road into Lea Bridge 
Road the traffic signals would need to 
include an additional signal stage, 
leading to unacceptable delays to all 
road users (notably bus passengers) as 
well as significant traffic congestion and 
queues. 

 

Traffic reassignment due to banned turns 
– Banned left turn into Chatsworth Road 

50 – 100 vehicles per hour make the left 
turn from Lea Bridge Road into 
Chatsworth Road during the busiest 
times of day. This is a relatively small 
number and the modelling predicts that a 
majority of these journeys will re-allocate 
to Lower Clapton Road via Lea Bridge 
Roundabout. The model does not identify 
a single route that those onward journeys 
would switch to beyond the northern end 
of Lower Clapton Road. This means that 
the model shows no increase in traffic 
volumes on Urswick Road, Powerscroft 
Road, Dunlace Road (or any other 
roads).  

Any change below 50 vehicles per hour 
on a given road does not show as a 
change in our traffic models. Changes 
below 50 vehicles per hour are 
considered small and become 
increasingly difficult to predict reliably.  
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Possible main options for re-assignment 
based on analysis of the local road 
network  

As there are multiple alternative route 
options for drivers to choose depending 
on their final destinations the 50 – 100 
vehicles per hour are likely to split across 
those options leading to a very small 
increase on each. This would be 
equivalent to an increase of one car 
every few minutes during the busiest 
times of day.  

As Dunlace Road is currently a way for 
people driving to access the southern 
part of Chatsworth Road from Lower 
Clapton Road, it is possible that a small 
proportion of the displaced traffic would 
choose to use Dunlace Road as an 
alternative route.  

For some journeys Powerscroft Road 
would be an attractive alternative, as well 
as turning around at the roundabout and 
making the right turn into Chatsworth 
Road from Lea Bridge Road. 

For longer journeys with destinations 
around the southern part of Chatsworth 
Road or beyond to the south, then Orient 
Way or the A12 may be more attractive 
than the current route via Lea Bridge 
Road and Chatsworth Road.  

Traffic reassignment due to banned turns 
– Banned right turn into Lea Bridge Road 
 

50 – 100 vehicles per hour currently 
make the right turn from Chatsworth 
Road to Lea Bridge Road during the 
busiest hours of the day. The modelling 
predicts that most of these journeys will 
re-allocate to use Lower Clapton Road 
and Lea Bridge Road eastbound. As 
above, the modelling does not register 
increases on other roads in Lower 
Clapton.  

Possible main options for re-assignment 
based on analysis of the local road 
network  
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The model predicts that traffic volumes 
will decrease on Chatsworth Road and 
there is a corresponding increase on 
Lower Clapton Road northbound. This 
suggests there are few other attractive 
alternatives with the right turn ban in 
place. One option would be to turn left 
from Chatsworth Road into Lea Bridge 
Road and turn around at the roundabout. 
The other, for longer journeys would to 
use Orient Way or the A12.  

 

Chatsworth Road – Consider the 
feasibility of a bus gate to remove 
through traffic at this location. 

We offered to work with Hackney officers 
to look at the feasibility of this option and 
we continue to do so. 

 

Details on footway width changes around 
the roundabout. 

 

We provided an annotated drawing to 
show what effects on footway widths our 
proposed changes to the roundabout 
would have 

Provide an overview of all consultation 
and engagement activity including emails 
sent, phone calls made, letters dropped, 
meetings held. 

We sent the requested overview 
separately. 

 

 

 
 

2.8  How we considered equalities in the consultation  

 
In deciding on who to consult, we had regard to our public sector equality duty under 
the Equality Act 2010 and the need to consider any impacts (positive or negative) of 
the proposals on people with protected characteristics. To ensure that any such 
impacts were brought to our attention through the consultation, we took steps to  
ensure that a number of groups representative of people with protected 
characteristics in the community; including elderly, disabled persons or faith 
organisations, were made aware of our consultation. The measures we took to 
ensure these groups could participate in the consultation included:  
 

• Identifying and emailing relevant stakeholders such as British Dyslexia 
Association, Age UK London, Guide Dogs for the Blind, Action on Hearing 
Loss and Inclusion London, and inviting them to respond to the consultation  

• We met with the Royal National Institute for the Blind (RNIB) to explain our 
proposals and listen to their feedback  

• Ensuring that the materials were written in plain English, and available on 
request in different formats (for example, Braille, large print, other languages)  
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• Ensuring that consultation events were held in accessible locations and at 
different times of the day, and that large scale materials were available to 
review at the events  

• Considering how best to reach our target audiences and tailoring the way of 
communicating with them. For example, by preparing hard copies of our 
online material for those not able to access our website  

• Publishing an Equality Impacts Assessment (EQIA) within our consultation 
materials - this allowed consultees to identify any significant gaps in our 
thinking and bring to our attention any impacts which we had not already 
identified  

 
We are fully aware of our obligations under the Equality Act 2010, in particular the 
importance of the public sector equality duty on our decision-making. Some 
responses to consultation raised issues relating to equalities and these will be taken 
into account in the development of our thinking on the proposals, with mitigation of 
any adverse impacts being considered. The EQIA will be kept under review and 
updated throughout the decision-making process. 
 

2.9 Analysis of consultation responses 
 

TfL commissioned 2CV, an independent social research agency to analyse the 
consultation responses.  
 
All closed questions were reviewed and the results tabulated and reported. 
 
The open questions, where respondents provided comments, were read and 
analysed in detail. The online questionnaire contained one free text box to enable 
respondents to explain their reasons for stating the impact of the proposals on the 
way people will choose to travel. There was an additional free text box to enable 
respondents to explain whether they felt the proposals would have a positive or 
negative impact on the journeys they make. Respondents were also free to respond 
by email or letter. All comments and suggestions received, whether by email, letter 
or through our online questionnaire were reviewed to identify common themes raised 
by respondents. 
 
2CV developed a ‘code frame’ for the open questions. A code frame is simply a list 
of the issues raised during the consultation; together with the frequency each was 
raised. Every open text response was analysed and either a new code was created 
or the response was added to one or more of the existing codes within the code 
frame. Each response could be coded into multiple codes, depending on the number 
of issues raised by the individual.  
 
A code was created for each substantive point raised. Where it was determined that 
a comment was providing context to an issue, rather than forming a separate point, 
these did not form a separate code.  We were keen to ensure that the code frame be 
kept to a manageable length, to avoid the most prevalent issues becoming obscured 
by large numbers of points of detail raised by respondents individually. To this end, a 
code was created only for those issues which had been raised by at least two per 
cent of respondents to the consultation. Issues raised by fewer respondents were 
captured collectively and labelled ‘Other’ in the code frame by 2CV. We reviewed all 
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those comments which 2CV identified to us as having been raised by fewer than two 
per cent of respondents to the consultation, to identify any specific suggestions or 
concerns which we might resolve or address with a change to the proposals. We 
have reviewed these issues in exactly the same way as all the other issues identified 
by 2CV. 
 
Quality was paramount in the coding process. Coding was carried out by highly 
experienced coders with many years of experience. To ensure consistency in the 
way coding was approached and to minimise subjectivity, the number of coders 
working on each question was limited. Checks were carried out on a regular basis by 
2CV and TfL to ensure quality and consistency of coding. 
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3. About the respondents 

This section provides information about the consultation respondents, including how 
they heard about the consultation and in what capacity they responded.   
 
There were 2,259 responses to the consultation overall, including from 17 
organisations we would consider to be stakeholders.  We received two sets of 
identical responses which we referred to earlier in this report as ‘campaign’ 
responses.  We also received two petitions. 
 

3.1 Campaigns and petitions 

 
For ease of reference we have described the two sets of campaign responses we 
received during the consultation as ‘Campaign 1’ and ‘Campaign 2’ in this report.   
 

• Campaign 1 was comprised of 313 identical written responses which were 
handed to us at a public drop-in event on Saturday 7 December 2019.  Each 
of these responses was signed by an individual, and some included the 
address details of the signatory.   

• Campaign 2 was comprised of 567 identical written responses which were 
inputted directly to our online consultation website, together with an identical 
set of responses to the question in our online questionnaire which asked 
respondents to judge what effect our proposals would have on walking, 
cycling, using public transport and using private transport for personal or 
business trips2.  Each of these responses also included the name and 
postcode details of an individual, but no other information was included.   

 
The issues raised through these ‘campaign’ responses were analysed in the same 
way as all other responses to the consultation.  Both campaigns have however been 
omitted from the tables and charts in this and the following chapter.  We have 
included copies of the identical response submitted to the consultation through each 
campaign in Appendix B.   
 
We also received two petitions, both of which raised concerns with the proposals, as 
follows: 
 

• A petition containing 95 signatures was handed to TfL staff in person at a 
public drop-in event on Saturday 7 December 2019 

• A petition containing 751 signatures was submitted to TfL by email from the 
Madina Mosque Trust on 21 January 2020 

 
We noted both petitions in reviewing the issues raised during the consultation. We 
have included the text of each petition in Appendix B. 
 

 
2 This identical response was that fewer people would walk, cycle and use public transport; and that 
many more people would use a private vehicle for personal and also for business reasons. 
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3.2 Respondent type 

Respondents were asked to state which of the following respondent types they felt 

best described them.  

 Total 

Respondent type Count % 

A resident living close to the proposed route 1018 74% 

A cyclist who might use the proposed route, or who 

cycles in the area currently 
736 53% 

Someone who uses public transport in the area 

around the proposed route 
704 51% 

Someone who uses private transport in the area 

around the proposed route 
480 35% 

A business located close to the proposed route  64 5% 

Not local, but interested in the proposals 45 3% 

Other (please specify) 38 3% 

Not answered 72 5% 

Figure 3 Respondent types who replied to the consultation 
 

3.3 List of responding stakeholders 
 

We received 17 responses from organisations or individuals we would consider to be 
stakeholders. We identified as a ‘stakeholder’ all those respondents we judged are 
notable and reasonably well known amongst the public. This includes London’s local 
authorities, major transport groups, local neighbourhood or residents’ associations, 
major charities, businesses and business groups and industry associations. We have 
listed below all those stakeholders who responded to the consultation. We have 
included in Appendix B a summary of each of the responses we received from these 
organisations or individuals. 

 

• Baden Powell Primary School 

• Canal & River Trust 

• Clapton Park Methodist Church 

• Cllr Vincent Stops, London Borough of Hackney 

• Hackney Cycling Campaign 

• Hackney Living Streets 

• Licensed Taxi Drivers Association 

• London Cycling Campaign 

• London Fire Brigade 

• London TravelWatch 

• Madina Mosque Trust 

• Metropolitan Police 
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• Millfield Users Group 

• National Federation of the Blind UK 

• Road Haulage Association 

• Stagecoach Bus 

• Sustrans 

3.4  How respondents heard about the consultation 

We asked respondents how they had heard that the consultation was taking place, 

and asked that they select one option from a list we provided (although they were 

also free to specify what ‘other’ way they had heard about the consultation in free 

text). 

Figure 4 How respondents reported that they had heard about the consultation 
 

3.5 Distribution of respondents 

We asked respondents to provide us with their home postcode.  Of the 1129 

respondents who provided us with a valid postcode, we ‘mapped’ 801 respondents 

to the London Borough of Hackney.  These are shown in the map below. 

 Total 

How respondents heard Count % 

Received an email from TfL 382 28% 

Social media  332 24% 

Received a letter from TfL 309 22% 

Read about it in the press  53 4% 

Saw it on the TfL website  53 4% 

Other 148 11% 

Not Answered 102 7% 

Total 1379 100% 
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Figure 5 Map to show the location of respondents to the location within the London Borough of Hackney 
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The table below lists the number of respondents we ‘mapped’ to each Borough.  
Boroughs with fewer than 10 respondents are not included. 
 

Borough Number of respondents 

Hackney 801 

Waltham Forest 183 

Islington 36 

Newham 16 

Tower Hamlets 15 

Haringey 11 

Figure 6 Number of respondents by Borough 

 

3.6 Demographics 

We asked respondents a series of demographic questions; specifically, about their 

gender, ethnicity, age, sexual orientation, faith and whether or not the respondent felt 

that their day-to-day activities were affected by a health problem or disability.  All 

these questions were entirely voluntary. 

 Total 

Gender Count % 

Male 713 52% 

Female 415 30% 

Gender Neutral 11 1% 

Trans Female 4 0% 

Trans Male 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 105 8% 

Not answered 131 9% 

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 7 The gender of the respondents to the consultation 
 

 Total 

Ethnicity Count % 

Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi 39 3% 

Asian or Asian British – Chinese 4 0% 

Asian or Asian British – Indian  137 10% 

Asian or Asian British - Pakistani 20 1% 

Asian or Asian British – Other 8 1% 

Black or Black British – African 11 1% 

Black or Black British – Caribbean 23 2% 
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Black or Black British – Other 4 0% 

Mixed – White and Asian 16 1% 

Mixed – White and Black African 5 0% 

Mixed – White and Caribbean  5 0% 

Mixed - Other 34 2% 

Other Ethnic Group – Arab 1 0% 

Other Ethnic Group – Latin American 1 0% 

Other Ethnic Group – Turkish 4 0% 

Other Ethnic Group 10 1% 

White – British 545 40% 

White – Irish 33 2% 

White – Other 174 13% 

Prefer not to say 169 12% 

Not answered 136 10% 

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 8 The ethnicity of the respondents to the consultation 
 
 

 Total 

Age Count % 

Under 15 2 0% 

16-20 17 1% 

21-25 45 3% 

26-30 113 8% 

31-35 186 13% 

36-40 180 13% 

41-45 157 11% 

46-50 140 10% 

51-55 116 8% 

56-60 56 4% 

61-65 56 4% 

66-70 36 3% 

71+ 27 2% 

Prefer not to say 115 8% 
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Not answered 113 10% 

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 9 The age of respondents to the consultation 
 
 

 Total 

Sexual orientation Count % 

Heterosexual 801 58% 

Gay man 49 4% 

Bisexual  32 2% 

Lesbian   22 2% 

Other 13 1% 

Prefer not to say 299 22% 

Not answered 163 12%  

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 10 The sexual orientation of respondents to the consultation 
 
 

 Total 

Religious Faith Count % 

No religion 589 43% 

Muslim 186 13% 

Christian 150 11% 

Jewish 14 1% 

Buddhist 8 1% 

Hindu 5 0% 

Sikh  4 0% 

Other  21 2% 

Prefer not to say 252 18% 

Not answered 150 11% 

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 11 The faith of the respondents to the consultation 
 
 

 Total 

Health problem or disability/ day-to-day 
limitations 

Count % 
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Yes, limited a lot 44 3% 

Yes, limited a little 100 7% 

No 960 70% 

Prefer not to say 139 10% 

Not answered 136 10% 

Total 1379 100% 

Figure 12 Respondents who considered that their day to day activities were limited 
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4. Summary of all consultation responses 

This chapter summarises the outcomes of the consultation, including what issues 

were raised by respondents in their written comments.  This includes responses we 

received by letter or email, and those submitted by people who completed our online 

consultation questionnaire.   

4.1 Effect of proposals on the way people choose to travel  

 
We asked respondents to tell us what effect they felt the proposals would have on 

the way people choose to travel.  We also asked them to explain their answers to 

this question, and the issues they raised are described in section 4.2.   

The percentage scores in the chart below and the following tables account for those 

respondents who did not answer the relevant question in our consultation 

questionnaire, for completeness. 

 

 
Figure 13 Effects of the proposals on walking, cycling and using public transport 
 

A small majority of respondents (51 per cent) felt that more people would choose to 

walk as a result of our proposals, and a greater number (65 per cent) felt that more 

people would cycle.  A smaller proportion of respondents (35 per cent) felt that more 
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people would use public transport, although a significant minority felt that our 

proposals would have no effect on public transport use. 

 
Figure 14 Effects of the proposals on travel by private transport for personal and 
business journeys 
 
A significant minority of respondents (42 per cent) felt that the proposals would mean 
that fewer people would use a vehicle for personal journeys, and the same 
proportion felt that the proposals would have no effect on the use made of vehicles 
for business journeys.   
 

4.2 Question 1 (open question) & Question 2 (open question): 

Effect and impact of proposals as a whole  

 
We asked respondents to explain their reasoning behind their assessment of the 
effects of our proposals on the way people might choose to travel. We also asked 
whether our proposals would have a positive or negative effect on respondents’ 
travel, and how any negative impacts could be minimised. The wording of both 
questions is included below for reference (and the full questionnaire is included in 
Appendix A). 
 
Full question text (open question 1): It would help us if you could use the space 
below to explain your answers to the question above. If you are commenting on a 
particular location, please mention it to help us analyse the responses.  
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Full question text (open question 2): Please let us know if the proposals would have 
a positive or negative impact on you or the journeys you make. Please explain how 
we could minimise any negative impacts. Please also let us know if you have 
feedback about the specific effects our proposals might have on particular junctions 
or areas.  
 
We found that respondents raised similar issues in the comments they made to both 
open questions in our questionnaire, and in the letters and emails we received. For 
this reason we developed a single ‘code frame’, which listed all of the issues raised 
by respondents across the open questions in the online questionnaire and in the 
letters or emails we received. We also grouped the issues raised thematically, to 
make the code frame more manageable and easier to understand. 
 
We have listed in the tables below the top 10 most frequently raised issues by 
respondents to each of questions 1 and 2 in our consultation questionnaire.   
 

Issue 
Frequency raised by 

respondents 

Positive journey impacts (all road users, pedestrians, 
businesses, cyclists, children/school runs, etc) 

313 

Will not improve traffic/congestion/ will not reduce motor 
vehicle usage 

241 

Will have a negative impact on Chatsworth Road 
(blocking/no left turn) 

121 

Not good for the environment/ will increase pollution 110 

Will have a negative impact on Lea Bridge Road (more 
traffic/usage) 

108 

Will have a positive impact on the local area (Dalston, 
Hackney, Millfields Park, Lea Bridge Road, etc) 

106 

Will increase journey times (any form of transport) 96 

Do not narrow road space/close roads/redirect traffic - 
unspecified 

92 

Negative impact for pedestrians/walking (unpleasant/not 
encourage/not safer) 

83 

Poorly planned/poorly considered/not properly consulted 
schemes 

80 

Figure 15 Top ten most frequently raised issues by respondents to question 1 
 

Issue 
Frequency raised by 

respondents 

Positive journey impacts (all road users, pedestrians, 
businesses, cyclists, children/school runs, etc) 

439 

Will not improve traffic/congestion/ will not reduce motor 
vehicle usage 

259 

Will have a negative impact on Chatsworth Road 
(blocking/no left turn) 

180 

Will have a positive impact on the local area (Dalston, 
Hackney, Millfields Park, Lea Bridge Road, etc) 

163 

Will increase journey times (any form of transport) 152 
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Will have a negative impact on Lea Bridge Road (more 
traffic/usage) 

127 

Not good for the environment/ will increase pollution 116 

Negative impact for local residents (unpleasant/not safer) 95 

Do not narrow road space/close roads/redirect traffic - 
unspecified 

84 

Will have a negative impact on Lea Bridge Roundabout 
(Clapton Roundabout) (blocking/route changes/more 
traffic/worse than now) 

67 

Figure 16 Top ten most frequently raised issues by respondents to question 2 
 
We have omitted from these tables the issues raised in the identical responses 
submitted to the consultation through campaign 1 and campaign 2, but we have 
considered these issues nevertheless.  We have addressed every substantive issue 
raised in the consultation, including through both campaigns, in chapter 5.  We have 
included the text of each campaign in Appendix B, together with the list of issues 
2CV identified in each campaign, and which are addressed in chapter 5.  Also 
included in Appendix B is a list of every issue raised by respondents to the 
consultation. 
 

4.3 Quality of Consultation 
 

We asked respondents to rate the quality of several factors of the consultation. 
 

 
Figure 17 Respondents views of the quality of the consultation 
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information we have provided, any printed material you have received, 

any maps or plans, the website and questionnaire etc.)?

Very Good Good Adequate Poor Very poor Not applicable Not Answered
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5. Responses to issues raised 

We have considered all the substantive issues raised by respondents to the 
consultation and we have provided an answer to each of these in the following 
tables. We have grouped the issues raised by respondents into broad themes, to 
make this section of the report easier to read and to provide a more readily 
understood overview of the issues raised. Some respondents made positive 
comments about the proposals, all of which we have noted. We have not included 
our response to these issues in the table, for conciseness reasons. 
Having reviewed all of the issues raised by respondents we have decided to make a 

series of changes to our proposals, as follows: 

• Kenninghall Road Westbound cyclists turning left into Powell Road can 

bypass the traffic signals so that they do not have to wait with motor traffic 

held at a red light. This will help to reduce journey times for westbound 

cyclists.  

• Kenninghall Road The start of the segregation island for eastbound cyclists 

is moved to the east of the vehicle entrance to De Vere Court to maintain 

access for residents. 

• Kenninghall Road The segregated cycle lane for westbound cyclists is now 

at an intermediate level between the pavement and the carriageway and is 

extended to Powell Road. This allows for a slightly wider cycle track over a 

longer distance providing increased protection for cyclists.  

• Upper Clapton Road (northbound) and Lower Clapton Road 

(southbound) The proposed mandatory cycle lanes on the exits of the 

roundabout are now segregated cycle tracks to provide greater protection.  

• Lea Bridge Roundabout More trees are proposed at various locations. 

• Lea Bridge Road The westbound segregated cycle track between 

Cornthwaite Road and Lea Bridge Roundabout is now at footway level rather 

than at an intermediate level between the carriageway and pavement. This is 

to discourage drivers from mounting and blocking the kerbed cycle track to 

park or load.   

• Lea Bridge Road The vehicle entrance to the Mosque and to the garage will 

be treated to highlight the presence of cyclists.  

 

 



 

31 

Figure 18 Table of responses to issues raised 
 

Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

Overall  Generally opposed The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. There is 
evidence from other Cycleways 
installed, that high quality cycle 
routes do encourage more cycling 
and provide value for money. 
 
In some cases, some local car 
journeys may become less 
convenient at busy times because of 
our proposals to help make journeys 
made by foot, bicycle or public 
transport easier and safer.  

Leave as is/No changes 
needed 

Waste of money/will have no 
effect 

Negative impacts outweigh 
positive impacts of proposal 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. In some cases, 
local car journeys may become less 
convenient as a result of our 
proposals to help make journeys 
made by foot, bicycle or public 
transport easier and safer.  
 

Congestion  Will increase journey times 
(any form of transport) 

Our traffic modelling shows that bus 
journey times for bus will decrease 
by a small amount at off-peak times 
and increase by no more than one 
minute at peak times. 
 
Journey times for motor vehicles will 
be similarly affected, with some 
small increases in journey times of 
one – two minutes at most times.   
 
We consider that these small 
increases are justified in view of the 
benefits to pedestrians and cyclists 
provided through the scheme.  The 
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Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

full results can be found here:  
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cyclin
g/lea-bridge-to-
dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-
walking-improvements-lea-bridge-
and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-
results-summary.pdf).   

Will increase traffic on other 
streets 

There is expected to be a small 
amount of redistribution of traffic as 
a result of the proposals. This is not 
expected to make a significant 
difference to overall traffic volumes 
on other roads, but we and Hackney 
have committed to monitor any 
changes and if necessary consider 
mitigations.  

Will not improve 
traffic/congestion/ will not 
reduce motor vehicle usage 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. There is 
evidence from other Cycleways 
installed, that high quality cycle 
routes do encourage more cycling. 

Pollution 
(Net) 

Not good for the environment/ 
will increase pollution 

Air pollution is one of the most 
significant challenges facing London. 
We have already introduced the 
Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) in 
April 2019.  The ULEZ has been 
particularly successful in improving 
the quality of London’s air: 13,500 
fewer polluting vehicles are now 
being driven in the ULEZ zone and 
77 per cent of vehicles which are 
driven in the zone meet clean 
emissions standards.  The ULEZ will 
be expanded from October 2021 to 
cover all of Hackney, amongst other 
areas.   
 
We are further investing to make 
London’s streets healthy, safe and 
attractive places to walk and cycle. 
We hope that enabling more 
journeys to be made on foot or by 
bike will encourage people to choose 

Will increase/not help with 
noise levels 
 
  
 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
http://lruc.content.tfl.gov.uk/ulez-boundary-map-from-25-october-2021.pdf
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Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

more sustainable modes of transport 
in the area.  
Several schemes aimed at improving 
London's air quality are planned, 
including 
 

• Taking steps to reduce air 
pollution from the London bus 
fleet and reducing emissions 
from taxis and private hire 
vehicles  

• Setting up ‘Low Emission Bus 
Zones’  

• Expanding the electric vehicle 
charging network. 

 
Although not a traffic generating 
scheme, our proposals would 
change how traffic moves around the 
area, which may result in some 
associated and localised changes to 
air quality and noise levels. We have 
assessed environmental evaluations 
of the impacts of our schemes, 
including commissioning an 
independent Noise and Air Quality 
Assessments.  These indicate that 
noise and air quality are not 
expected to change significantly as a 
result of the scheme. 

Effectivenes
s (Net) 

Cyclists do not use dedicated 
cycle lanes/not enough 
demand to implement 

We have seen, from the Cycleways 
we have delivered in London so far, 
that people do use high quality 
cycling infrastructure where it is 
provided.  Our Strategic Cycling 
Analysis shows that there is 
significant demand along the route 
now, with potential for this demand 
to grow in future.  This scheme 
would also help work towards the 
targets set out in the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy, including that 70 
per cent of Londoners to live within 
400 metres of the cycle network by 
2041. 
 

Cyclists will not use during Our research shows that the total 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/strategic-cycling-analysis.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/strategic-cycling-analysis.pdf
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Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

inclement weather/rainy/cold 
seasons 

demand for cycling in January to 
March is typically only 15 per cent 
lower than the annual average.  
 

Local community does not 
match cyclist profile (BAME, 
young, elderly, disabled, low 
income) 

Our aspiration is for everyone to feel 
that they can cycle on London’s 
streets if they wish. TfL's Cycling 
Action Plan 
sets out how and why we are making 
this a reality. Cycleways are 
designed not only to appeal to those 
who cycle now, but to make cycling 
more accessible and attractive to all. 
 

Not good for public health Any form of active travel, including 
walking and cycling are very good 
for public health.  Studies have 
shown that a person who is active 
every day reduces their risk of 
coronary heart disease by 20 – 35 
per cent, of depression by 20 – 30 
per cent and of type 2 diabetes by 
35 – 50 per cent. 

Road users will still disobey 
road laws (u-turns) 

We and the London Borough of 
Hackney will implement localised 
monitoring and enforcement after the 
proposals are implemented. If any 
design related issues are identified 
we will consider how best to mitigate 
these. 

Will cause 
overtaking/reckless 
driving/tail-gating 

Will increase 
stress/frustration 

Will increase wait times at 
stop lights 

There will be some changes to the 
way traffic signals operate but this is 
not expected to result in increased 
waiting times.  

Will not improve 
connections/commuting/direct 
links 

The proposals will create new 
connections for people who would 
prefer to walk or cycle, but who do 
not currently feel able to do so.  Our 
proposals will also support and 
improve journeys already being 
made on foot or by bike in the area. 

Will not improve crossings/not 
easier to cross 

The pedestrian wait time will be 
reduced at the junction of 
Chatsworth Road and Lea Bridge 
Road. The pedestrian crossing 
distances at the Lea Bridge 
roundabout will be slightly shorter 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycling-action-plan.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycling-action-plan.pdf
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Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

and more direct. Powell Road and 
Chatsworth Road are expected to 
have lower traffic volumes, making 
them easier to cross. There will also 
be a new pedestrian crossing of 
Kenninghall Road.  All of these 
aspects of our proposals will make it 
easier for pedestrians to cross. 

Will not reduce/change road 
usage/mode of transport - 
unspecified 

There is evidence from other 
Cycleways installed in London that 
high quality cycle routes do 
encourage more cycling and 
therefore provide value for money. 

Will slow traffic down/too 
much 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. In some cases 
local car journeys may become 
slightly longer, as a result of our 
proposals to help make journeys 
made by foot, bicycle or public 
transport easier and safer.  

Women would not cycle/use 
cycle lanes (have 
buggies/shopping) 

Although many more journeys in 
London could be made by bike than 
currently are, we recognise that not 
everyone can or will choose to cycle 
for every journey they make.  At the 
same time, the notion that cycling is 
an activity that only men can 
participate in is deeply flawed (as is 
the notion that only women shop or 
push buggies). 

Safety (Net) Concerns about crime/bike 
theft 

TfL's Cycling Action Plan recognises 
that bike theft is a significant 
deterrent for many people.  We and 
the London Borough of Hackney are 
working in partnership with police 
and the cycle industry, including 
retailers and manufacturers, to 
promote cycle marking and 
registration through a wider range of 
channels. The London Borough of 
Hackney is also investing in Cycle 
Parking facilities across the borough. 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/cycling-action-plan.pdf
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Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

Roads will not be safer/will 
not safely separate cyclists, 
pedestrians and motorists 

Our proposals will protect vulnerable 
road users from motor traffic on 
busier roads which is expected to 
reduce the risk of serious injury or 
death.  There is no evidence to 
suggest that the proposals would 
increase accidents or fatalities.  

Will cause more 
accidents/fatalities 

Will not be safe at night Our proposals for Millfields Park will 
improve lighting and remove the 
fence between the park and the road 
so that people walking and cycling 
along the edge of the park feel as 
safe as possible.  

Areas 
Affected 
(Net) 

Negative impact on Clapton 
Village/ Clapton Road / 
Clapton (more traffic/usage) 

Cycleways are designed to make 
cycling safer and more accessible, 
rather than only appealing to those 
who already use a bike to get around 
London. This means that sometimes 
our proposals will make journeys by 
car take slightly longer than they do 
now, as we introduce new 
infrastructure to help protect more 
vulnerable road users from motor 
traffic.  
 
We have undertaken detailed traffic 
modelling to understand the impact 
on journey times and traffic 
reassignment in the area.  This 
information was published as part of 
our consultation.  
 
As a result of the changes we are 
proposing there will be slightly longer 
journey times for some routes 
through the area, and slightly shorter 
journey times for other routes. The 
banned turning movements at the 
junction of Chatsworth Road and 
Lea Bridge Road, and the changes 
at the junction of Powell Road and 
Kenninghall Road will change the 
way some people travel around the 
area by car.  
 
We will actively monitor and manage 
traffic conditions on the roads 

Will have a negative impact 
on Chatsworth Road 
(blocking/no left turn) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Cricketfield Road area 
(more traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Dunlace Road (more 
traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Hackney Area (more 
traffic/less accessible/not fit 
with demographics) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Homerton High Street 
(more traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Lea Bridge Road (more 
traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Lea Bridge Roundabout 
(Clapton Roundabout) 
(blocking/route changes/more 
traffic/worse than now) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Leyton area (more 
traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Lower Clapton Road/Area 
(blocking/more traffic) 

Will have a negative impact 
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on Millfields Park/Area (more 
usage/loss of green space) 

following the delivery of the scheme, 
and aim to mitigate and manage 
traffic reassignment following 
implementation.  
 
We are investing in advanced traffic 
signal technology to allow us to 
better manage traffic depending on 
differing conditions at any given 
time, and we are working to improve 
road user information so people can 
make informed journey choices 
before they travel.  
 
In the long-term, we expect our 
proposals to make walking and 
cycling more attractive and 
contribute to reducing motor traffic 
congestion and improving road 
safety by encouraging more people 
to walk or cycle short journeys, 
instead of driving.  We therefore 
believe that our scheme will have a 
positive impact on the local area. 

Will have a negative impact 
on Powell Road (blocking 
exit/entrance at 
Kenninghall/Brooke Road) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Powerscroft Road (more 
traffic/usage) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Upper Clapton Road/Area 
(blocking/more traffic) 

Will have a negative impact 
on Walthamstow area (more 
traffic/usage/less accessible) 

Route 
Specifics 
(Net) 

Dislike relocation/loss of bus 
stop/route 48 

Where the road narrows, close to 
Lea Bridge Roundabout, we have 
moved bus stop 'W' and bus stop 'S' 
away from the roundabout to create 
space for a cycle track. The spacing 
between all bus stops remains below 
400m, which is the recommended 
maximum spacing (around a five 
minute walk for most people). 
Moving bus stop 'S' to the east also 
helps traffic exiting the roundabout 
eastbound to keep moving, reducing 
the risk of traffic backing up into the 
roundabout and causing congestion.  
 
The operation of bus route 48, which 
was withdrawn from service in 
October 2019 is not part of the 
scope of this consultation. 

Do not narrow road 
space/close roads/redirect 
traffic - unspecified 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 



 

38 

Theme 
 

Issue 
 

TfL’s response 
 

demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. In some cases 
local car journeys may become less 
convenient, as a result of our 
proposals to help make journeys 
made by foot, bicycle or public 
transport easier and safer.  
 

Do not narrow/reduce 
pavement/walk ways/paths 

In some locations pavements will be 
slightly narrower for short sections, 
to allow space for a cycle track to be 
provided. However, there will be 
pedestrian improvements throughout 
the scheme area, including shorter 
waiting times at the junction of Lea 
Bridge Road and Chatsworth Road, 
a new pedestrian crossing on 
Kenninghall Road, shorter crossing 
distances around Lea Bridge 
Roundabout, and a new footpath for 
pedestrians in Millfields Park.  
 

People Who 
Suffer (Net) 

Negative impact for all 
journeys (unpleasant/not 
safer) 

We consider that our scheme would 
make it safer and more pleasant to 
walk and cycle in the area.  That 
said, our strategic traffic modelling 
predicts that some bus journey times 
in the area will become slightly 
longer and some will become slightly 
shorter.  
We are committed to making 
additional improvements for buses 
outside of the scheme area that 
would mitigate any negative impact.  
Journey times for motor vehicles will 
be similarly affected, with some 
small increases in journey times of 
one – two minutes at most times.   

Negative impact for BAME 
community (increase in bus 
journey times) 

Negative impact for 
businesses (deliveries/losing 
customers/money) 

Negative impact for 
children/school runs 
(unpleasant/not safer) 

The proposals will provide significant 
improvements for those walking and 
cycling, for example to school. The 
proposals do not prevent any 
journeys from being made by car, 
but some may take slightly longer 
than they do now.  
 

Negative impact for One of the biggest barriers to more 
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cyclists/cycling 
(unpleasant/not 
encourage/not safer) 

people cycling in London is the fear 
of being involved in a collision with a 
motor vehicle.  Providing dedicated 
cycle tracks on key strategic 
corridors such as Lea Bridge Road 
can help to tackle that barrier and 
enable more people from all walks of 
life to cycle. 
 

Negative impact for 
drivers/motorists 
(unpleasant/not safer) 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public 
transport, and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. In some cases 
local car journeys may become less 
convenient as a result of our 
proposals to help make journeys 
made by foot, bicycle or public 
transport easier and safer.  
 

Negative impact for local 
residents (unpleasant/not 
safer) 

Negative impact for 
emergency services/hospitals 
(unpleasant/not safer/takes 
longer/health impact) 

The proposals take into account how 
emergency vehicles use the local 
road network and we have sought 
the views of representatives from the 
emergency services and Homerton 
Hospital as part of the consultation.  
 

Negative impact for low 
income/disadvantage 
residents (unpleasant/not 
safer/not economical) 

The Cycleway proposals make it 
easier to get around by bicycle which 
is a relatively low cost mode of 
transport compared to the car. We 
have minimised impacts on buses by 
extending the bus lane on Lea 
Bridge Road, and we are committed 
to delivering further bus priority 
improvements in the area to 
maintain and improve bus journey 
times. The proposals also include 
pedestrian improvements throughout 
the scheme area, including shorter 
waiting times at the junction of Lea 
Bridge Road and Chatsworth Road, 
a new pedestrian crossing on 
Kenninghall Road, shorter crossing 
distances around Lea Bridge 
Roundabout, and a new footpath for 
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pedestrians in Millfields Park. 
Walking is obviously the cheapest 
transport option of all. 
 

Negative impact for peak 
hour travel (unpleasant/not 
safer) 

Cycleways are designed to make 
cycling safer and more accessible, 
rather than only appealing to those 
who already use a bike to get around 
London. This means that sometimes 
our proposals will make journeys by 
car take slightly longer than they do 
now, as we introduce new 
infrastructure to help protect more 
vulnerable road users from motor 
traffic.  
 
We have undertaken detailed traffic 
modelling to understand the impact 
on journey times and traffic 
reassignment in the area.  This 
information was published as part of 
our consultation.  
 
As a result of the changes we are 
proposing there will be slightly longer 
journey times for some routes 
through the area, and slightly shorter 
journey times for other routes. The 
banned turning movements at the 
junction of Chatsworth Road and 
Lea Bridge Road, and the changes 
at the junction of Powell Road and 
Kenninghall Road will change the 
way some people travel around the 
area by car.  
 
We will actively monitor and manage 
traffic conditions on the roads 
following the delivery of the scheme, 
and aim to mitigate and manage 
traffic reassignment following 
implementation.  
 
We are investing in advanced traffic 
signal technology to allow us to 
better manage traffic depending on 
differing conditions at any given 
time, and we are working to improve 

Negative impact for work 
commutes (unpleasant/not 
safer) 
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road user information so people can 
make informed journey choices 
before they travel.  
 
In the long-term, we expect our 
proposals to make walking and 
cycling more attractive and 
contribute to reducing motor traffic 
congestion and improving road 
safety by encouraging more people 
to walk or cycle short journeys, 
instead of driving.  We therefore 
believe that our scheme will have a 
positive impact. 

Negative impact for 
pedestrians/walking 
(unpleasant/not 
encourage/not safer) 

Pedestrian waiting times will be 
reduced at the junction of 
Chatsworth Road and Lea Bridge 
Road. The pedestrian crossing 
distances at Lea Bridge roundabout 
will be slightly shorter and more 
direct. Powell Road and Chatsworth 
Road are expected to have lower 
traffic volumes, making them easier 
to cross. There will be a new 
pedestrian crossing of Keninghall 
Road.  All of these aspects of our 
proposals will make it easier and 
more pleasant to walk in the area. 

Negative impact for people 
going to Madina 
Mosque/places of worship 
(will prevent attendance, 
parking restrictions) 

The proposals do not prevent any 
journeys to the Mosque and there 
are no parking restriction changes in 
the vicinity of the Mosque. 

Negative impact for people 
with disabilities 
(unpleasant/not safer) 

We and the London Borough of 
Hackney are subject to the general 
public sector equality duty set out in 
section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, 
which requires us to have due 
regard to the need to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality of 
opportunity and foster good relations 
by reference to people with 
protected characteristics. As part of 
our decision-making process on 
proposals for new schemes we have 
had due regard to any impacts on 
those with protected characteristics, 
and the need to ensure their 

Negative impact for the 
elderly (unpleasant/not safer) 
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interests are taken into account. As 
part of the consultation we published 
our Equality Impact Assessment 
(EqIA), to show how we have 
considered and provided mitigations 
for those with protected 
characteristics (particularly older and 
disabled people) in our designs. 

Negative impact for public 
transport (unpleasant/not 
encourage/too slow) 

Our traffic modelling shows that bus 
journey times for bus will decrease 
by a small amount at off-peak times, 
and increase by no more than one 
minute at peak times. 
 
We consider that these small 
increases are justified in view of the 
benefits to pedestrians and cyclists 
provided through the scheme.  The 
full results can be found here:  
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cyclin
g/lea-bridge-to-
dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-
walking-improvements-lea-bridge-
and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-
results-summary.pdf). 

Rising prices for road users 
(insurance/childcare 
fees/taxes) 

This is not within the scope of this 
consultation 
 

Negative 
Miscellaneo
us (Net) 

Biased towards/only benefits 
cyclist 

The Mayor's Transport Strategy and 
Healthy Streets approach set out 
initiatives to improve public transport 
and walking and cycling 
infrastructure to meet the transport 
demands of a growing population 
and reduce car use. As well as 
providing improvements for cyclists, 
the proposals also include 
improvements for pedestrians, 
including new and improved 
crossings; and for bus passengers 
where the bus lane is extended on 
Lea Bridge Road. 

Disruption during 
construction/road work phase 

We would plan construction carefully 
to minimise disruption to those who 
live, work and travel through the 
areas. We would also aim to 
minimise construction impacts as 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/lea-bridge-to-dalston/user_uploads/cycling-and-walking-improvements-lea-bridge-and-dalston-phase-2-modelling-results-summary.pdf
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much as possible. We will carry out 
extensive communications and 
engagement with local residents, 
cyclist groups, businesses and other 
stakeholders to ensure they have the 
information they need to plan ahead 
and adapt their travel arrangements 
where necessary, reducing any 
impact on their journeys and 
operations during the construction 
period. We also provide road traffic 
information to help people better 
plan their journeys and make 
informed choices about how, where 
and when they travel. 

Lack of contact/discussion 
from TfL (to 
Stakeholders/Mosques/Educa
tion facilities, etc) 

We and the London Borough of 
Hackney have contacted all of the 
identified stakeholders in the local 
area, including the Madina Mosque 
and Bsix Sixth Form College, to 
explain the proposals and to get 
feedback. Two drop-in sessions 
were also held inviting local 
residents to hear more about the 
proposals and provide feedback. 

Learn from past 
mistakes/how bad the last 
proposal turned out 

We and the London Borough of 
Hackney constantly learn and apply 
lessons from previous schemes. 
This takes place across a range of 
issues including design, 
construction, stakeholder 
engagement and consultation, 
governance and cost management. 

Loss of parking spaces To accommodate new cycling 
facilities, it is necessary to remove 
parking in certain locations along the 
route. Parking bays on Kenninghall 
Road are to be removed to 
accommodate the new signal 
junction and pedestrian crossing. 
Parking bays on Powell Road are to 
be removed to ensure that a safe 
road width for two-way cycling is 
maintained. There are no changes to 
parking and loading restrictions on 
Lea Bridge Road. The details of the 
changes on Kenninghall Road and 
Powell Road are clearly shown in the 

Need more information 
(parking provision times, etc) 
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consultation material.  

New cycle quality 
criteria/requirements not met 

The provision of segregated cycle 
tracks ensures that the route does 
meet the Cycling Quality Criteria. 

Poorly planned/poorly 
considered/not properly 
consulted schemes 

The proposals have come from 
detailed strategic analysis of how 
London's Road network is used now 
and how demand is expected to 
change in the future.  The 
consultation itself ran for over eight 
weeks and was extensively 
publicised, including through a letter 
drop, email campaign and posters at 
bus stops in the area.  We also held 
two public drop-in events to enable 
local people to discuss the proposals 
with relevant TfL and London 
Borough of Hackney staff.  There 
were over 2,200 responses to the 
consultation, demonstrating a 
significant awareness of the 
proposals amongst local people. 

Suggestions 
For Change 
(Net) 

Cyclists should be 
licensed/insured/pay road 
taxes/obey laws 

Any change to the law that would 
require people to register their 
cycles, or to carry insurance, would 
require legislation at a national level 
and lies outside of the Mayor's 
jurisdiction.  Many people cycling in 
London do have third party 
insurance, including those who are 
members of Cycling UK (the national 
cycling charity) and the London 
Cycling Campaign (LCC). Even 
where people cycling do not have 
such insurance, other roads may still 
claim compensation for injury 
caused by an uninsured person. 
 
Cyclists must obey traffic signals and 
all applicable road laws. 

Should allocate funds to 
subsidise purchase of cycles 
for those that cannot afford 

These issues are outside the scope 
of our consultation. 
 

Should be promoting more 
use of electric/alternative fuel 
source vehicles 

Should improve 
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infrastructure/traffic system 
on other roads (e.g. Dunlace, 
Blurton, Elderfield, 
Rushmore) 

Should improve parking areas 
(for all forms of transport) 

The London Borough of Hackney is 
investing in Cycle Parking facilities 
across the borough. For more 
information see 
https://hackney.gov.uk/cycle-safety-
and-security 

Should improve public 
transport instead (more bus 
lanes/bus technology/cheaper 
fares) 

Our scheme includes extending the 
bus lane on Lea Bridge Road, and 
we are committed to delivering 
further bus priority improvements in 
the area to maintain and improve 
bus journey times. 
 
Further details of our plans to 
transform London’s transport 
network are available online: 
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-
tfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-
future?intcmp=2688 
 

Should improve/add more 
pedestrian/walking lanes 
(footway surfacing/colored 
tarmac/curb/crossing 
improvements/seating) 

The proposals include pedestrian 
improvements, including new and 
improved crossings and a new 
footpath in Millfields Park.  
 

Should improve/add more 
segregated cycle lanes 
(single side of road in both 
directions/use bus lanes at 
specific times/more 
protection) 

The proposals are balanced to 
provide vulnerable road users with 
protection from motor vehicles on 
busier roads, whilst maintaining and 
improving infrastructure for other 
road users, including bus 
passengers.     
 

Should improve/add traffic 
lights/phasing/signage 

We are investing in advanced traffic 
signal technology to allow us to 
better manage traffic depending on 
differing conditions at any given 
time. 

Should improve/enforce 
speed restrictions (speed 
bumps/limits/cameras) 

Enforcement of speed restrictions is 
not in the scope of this consultation. 
The existing traffic calming on 
Powell Road will be maintained. 

 

https://hackney.gov.uk/cycle-safety-and-security
https://hackney.gov.uk/cycle-safety-and-security
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-future?intcmp=2688
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-future?intcmp=2688
https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/how-we-work/planning-for-the-future?intcmp=2688
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Issues raised by fewer than two per cent of respondents 
 
We were keen to ensure that the code frame be kept to a manageable length, to 
avoid the most prevalent issues becoming obscured by large numbers of points of 
detail raised by respondents individually. To this end, a code was created only for 
those issues which had been raised by at least two per cent of respondents to the 
consultation. Issues raised by fewer respondents were captured collectively and 
labelled ‘Other’ in the code frame by 2CV. 
 
We reviewed all of the issues raised by respondents to the consultation, including 
those raised by fewer than two per cent of respondents overall.  We have not 
included our responses to these issues in the table above to avoid it becoming 
unmanageably long.  Any respondent who wishes to discuss their response to the 
consultation with us should contact us at consultations@tfl.gov.uk 
 

 

mailto:consultations@tfl.gov.uk

