Highways Committee
Agenda
Place

The Town Hall, 35 Wellington Street, Woolwich SE18 6PW

Date

Wednesday, 02 June 2021

Time

7:00 PM
This meeting is open to the press and public, but restrictions
may apply to ensure a Covid-19 secure environment.

Councillors
Bill Freeman (Chair)
Peter Brooks
David Gardner
Mick Hayes
Christine May
Sarah Merrill
Gary Parker
Aidan Smith
Matt Clare

Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Conservative

Members are reminded that officer contacts are shown at the end of each
report and they are welcome to raise questions in advance with the
appropriate officer. This does not prevent further questioning at the meeting.
If you require further information about this meeting please contact the
Committee Services Officer:
Daniel Wilkinson
Telephone: 020 8921 4350
Email: committees@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Agenda
1

Apologies for Absence
To receive apologies from Members of the Committee

2

Urgent business
The Chair to announce any items of urgent business circulated
separately from the main agenda.

3

Declarations of Interest
Members to declare any personal and financial interests in
items on the agenda. Attention is drawn to the Council’s
Constitution; the Council’s Code of Conduct and associated
advice.

4

Minutes
Members are requested to confirm as an accurate record the
Minutes of the meeting held on 24 February 2021. No motion
or discussion may take place upon the Minutes except as to
their accuracy, and any question on this point will be
determined by a majority of the Members of the body
attending who were present when the matter in question was
decided. Once confirmed, with or without amendment, the
person presiding will sign the Minutes.

5

Response to a Petition requesting the introduction of
traffic calming measures and safety measures along
Broad Walk
To note and comment upon the proposed petition response

6

Response to a Petition regarding the School Streets
Scheme in Ivor Grove
To note and comment upon the proposed petition response

7

Request for removal of speed cushions in Halfway
Street - Response to a Petition
To note and comment upon the proposed petition response

8

Winchcomb Gardens – Petition Requesting Road
Resurfacing and Street Improvements
To note and comment upon the proposed petition response
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Date of Issue
Monday, 24
May 2021

Proposed Road Resurfacing Schemes
To note how the Council prioritises and selects roads for
resurfacing, and to comment on the proposed (local) road
resurfacing schemes programme for 2021/22.

Debbie Warren
Chief Executive
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Filming and Recording Meetings
This meeting may be photographed (without the use of flash), filmed or audio
recorded, except where the public is excluded because confidential or exempt
items will be discussed. Any footage is likely to be publicly available.
By entering the room where the meeting is being held, you will be deemed to
have consented to being photographed, filmed or audio recorded, and that will
apply to any representation you make to the meeting. You will also be deemed to
have consented to the possible public use of any images and sound recordings.
If you have any queries regarding the recording of meetings, please contact the
Committee Services Manager on 020 8921 4350
Safety

Fire and Emergency Procedures

Users of the Committee Rooms and the Council Chamber are asked to note the
following fire and emergency procedures:When you hear the continuous ringing of the fire alarm bells, please make your
way out of the building in an orderly manner. The nearest exit from the Council
Chamber and the Committee Rooms is through the main exit leading to
Wellington Street (at the front of the building). Do not use the lift and do not
stop to collect personal belongings. Once outside the Town Hall please make
your way to the Assembly Point between Sainsbury’s and The Vista via Market
Street or Polytechnic Street
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PUBLIC INFORMATION
SAFE USE OF COUNCIL MEETING ROOMS
The local authority is required to make all its public meeting spaces Covid-19
secure.
To comply with this the local authority • will apply socially distanced seating arrangements in its public meeting
rooms.
• requires all attendees, unless medically exempt, to wear a face covering.
Guidance on face covering can be found on the Government’s website .
• requests all attendees to undertake a lateral flow test before attending
meetings, and if positive you must not attend this meeting. These are
free, and are available at certain sites or kits can be acquired for home
testing. Please see the Council’s website for more details.
• requests all attendees to wash their hands thoroughly or use sanitiser
before entering the meeting rooms.
• requires all attendees to scan the QR code via NHS COVID-19 App to
check-in before being admitted entry to the meeting rooms.
Council Meetings are open to the press and public to attend, except where
personal or confidential matters are being discussed.
As a result of Covid-19 secure measures, spaces for public viewing are
extremely limited and will be allocated based on a first come, first served
basis. Consideration and weighting will also be given to the role attendees will
play at the meeting. Full Council and Planning Board/Area Committee
meetings will be filmed, for live webcasting through the Council’s website.
Other meetings will be recorded and added to the Council’s YouTube
Channel shortly after the meeting has finished. The recording of this meeting
will be available to view for one year after the meeting.
If you are attending a meeting you are requested to contact Committee
Services by email at committees@royalgreenwich.gov.uk or telephone on 020
8921 4350 at least two days before the meeting, stating the capacity in which
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you will be attending i.e. to observe the proceedings, speak on an item of
business.
For all meetings the general rule is that the Chair has discretion with regard
to speakers and speaking times. Some committees have defined specific rules.
The Chair will take into account the safe capacity of the room. This may mean
that the Chair will only permit a certain number in at any one time.
On arrival at the Town Hall, please see the relevant Officer who will confirm
you are on the list of attendees and who will either direct you to the meeting
room, or to a waiting room depending on the circumstance.
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Public Information
Terms of Reference
To consider and advise on the following highway matters, excepting normally
any temporary arrangements, as referred to the Highways Committee by the
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills:
• traffic management and parking schemes
• road Safety Schemes
• consider petitions relating to highways matters submitted to the full
Council
• comment on proposals by Transport for London (and other providers)
regarding bus routes, underground and overground services.
• create, stop and divert footpaths or bridleways;
• determine applications to extinguish or divert public paths;
• make rail crossing extinguishment or diversion orders;
• make Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) diversion orders;
• extinguish public rights of way;
• designate footpaths as cycle tracks;
• authorise the stopping up or diversion of highways, footpaths or
bridleways
The Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills, in consultation with the
Chief Executive, Leader of the Council and appropriate Cabinet Member, will
determine in each individual case whether a matter should be determined by
the Committee.
The Agenda
The agenda is made up of the items of business to be considered at the
meeting. The Highways Committee may consider agenda items in a different
order than they appear on the agenda.
The agenda may contain confidential/exempt business which has not been
made available to the public. If the Highways Committee wishes to discuss any
confidential/exempt information members of the public and press will be asked
to leave the meeting.
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Declarations of interest
Members of the Highways Committee are required to declare any interests
they might have in an item on the agenda. In some cases the Councillor who
has declared an interest may not take part in consideration of the item
concerned and must leave the room whilst it is considered. However,
depending on the nature of the interest, a Councillor may in certain
circumstances, having declared an interest, speak and vote on an item.
Provision for Public Involvement
Meetings of the Highways Committee are open for the public to attend.
Members of the Public may request to speak at a meeting on an item that
appears on the agenda. Any member of the public who wishes to address the
meeting must notify the Corporate Governance Officer as soon as possible
prior to the meeting. It is at the Chairs’ discretion, whether or not, to allow
members of the public to address the Committee.
Copies of Agenda and Minutes
The Royal Borough of Greenwich seeks to be ‘paperless’. All agenda material is
published on the Council’s website.
A copy of the agenda is available for public use during the meeting. Advance
copies of the agenda can be viewed at the Woolwich, Eltham and Greenwich
Centres.

Lead Officers
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
Assistant Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills (Transportation)
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HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
TITLE
Declarations of Interests
CHIEF OFFICER
Chief Executive
1.

ITEM NO
3

Decisions Required
The Committee is requested to:

1.1

Note the list of Councillors’ memberships (as Council appointed
representatives) on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies.

1.2

Request that Members orally declare any personal or financial interests,
including those detailed, in specific items listed on the agenda as they relate to
matters under discussion.

2.

Members’ Interests

2.1

Appended to this report is a list of the outside bodies, joint committees and
school governing bodies that each member of Council has been appointed to
by the Council or the Leader. The list does not include bodies with which a
Member is involved in a personal or private capacity.
Personal interests

2.2

A Member has a personal interest where any business is likely to affect:
(a)

them, or

(b)

a relevant person or a relevant body (where the Member is aware that
they have the interest);

more than a majority of those in the ward you represent.
A relevant person is defined as the member’s spouse or civil partner, a
person who they are living with as husband and wife or as civil partners, or a
person with whom they have a close association.1

1

See the guidance in Annex 1of the Code of Conduct

ITEM NO: 3
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A relevant body is defined as (a) any organisation, school governing body or
outside committee or trust which they have been appointed to by the Royal
Borough or by the Leader, or (b) any other voluntary organisation, school
governing body or commercial organisation where you are a management
committee member, school governor, trustee or director.
2.3

Members must declare the existence and nature of any personal interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.4

A Member who has a personal interest may stay, speak and vote, except
where the business:
(a)

affects the financial position of the Member or any person or body
described in paragraph 2.2 above, or

(b)

relates to an interest that would be affected financially or relates to the
determining to any approval, consent, licence, permission or
registration in relation to the Member or any person or body described
in paragraph 2.2 above

Financial Interests
2.5

A Member has a financial interest where any business relates to or is likely to
affect an interest set out in paragraph 18 of the Code of Conduct, and which is
the Member’s interest or the interest of a person described in paragraph
2.2(a) above.

2.6

Members must declare the existence and nature of any financial interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.7

A Member who has a financial interest must leave the meeting, but may
attend to make representations, answer questions or give evidence relating to
the business, provided that the public are also allowed to attend the meeting
for the same purpose, and provided they leave the meeting immediately after
doing so. The Member must not participate in the discussion nor the vote.

ITEM NO: 3
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General
2.8

The Code also requires Members to declare interests in relation to relevant
bodies for six months after ceasing from being a member and take the
appropriate action in relation to financial interests.

Background Papers
Agenda and Minutes of the Annual Meeting of the Council – 19 May 2021

Report Author:
Tel:
Email:

Anthony Soyinka, Committee Services Manager
020 8921 2230
anthony.soyinka@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:
Tel:
Email:

Veronica Johnson, Head of Corporate and Democratic Services
020 8921 5004
veronica.johnson@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

ITEM NO: 3
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Councillor
Brooks

Clare
Freeman
Gardner

Hayes
May
Merrill

Parker
Smith, A

Organisation
Greenwich Leisure Ltd
London [Pensions] Collective Investment Vehicle
Town Twinning Association Executive Committee
Woolwich Creative District Trust
Town Twinning Association Executive Committee
Edmund Godson Charity
Walpole Estate Management Board
Woolwich and Plumstead Relief in Sickness Fund
Greenwich Pensioners' Forum
Middle Park Community Centre
Eltham Crematorium Joint Committee
Environmental Protection UK
London City Airport Consultative Committee
London Councils' Leaders' Committee
London Councils' Transport & Environment Committee
London Road Safety Council
Shooters Hill Woodlands Working Party
South East London Combined Heat & Power Co
Woodlands Farm Trust
Charlton Triangle Homes
Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust
Greenwich Leisure Ltd - Libraries Board
Local Government Information Unit
Sir John Evelyn Charity
Twinkle Park Trust

Role
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member

Governorship
Windrush Primary School

Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Deputy
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member

Thorntree Primary School
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ROYAL BOROUGH OF GREENWICH
HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, 24 FEBRUARY 2021 AT 7:00 PM
MINUTES
PRESENT:
Members:
Councillor Bill Freeman (Chair), Councillors Peter Brooks, David Gardner,
Sizwe James, Christine May, Gary Parker, Aidan Smith and Matthew Clare.
Officers
(Interim) Assistant Director Transportation; Transport Strategy Manager;
Committee Services Officer
Other Members in Attendance
Councillors Geoffrey Brighty, Mehboob Khan and Leo Fletcher,
Item
No.
1

Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Mick Hayes

2

Urgent Business
There was no urgent business.

3.

Declarations of Interest
Resolved –
That the list of Councillors’ memberships as Council appointed
representatives on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies be noted.
1
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4

Minutes
Resolved That the minutes of the meeting of the Highways Committee held on
3 February 2021 be agreed and signed as a true and accurate record.

5

Traffic Reduction Trial West Greenwich - Response to Petitions
The Transport Strategy Manager gave a brief summary of the report and the
experimental West Greenwich Traffic Reduction Scheme (TRS), which was
currently within a six month consultation period, ending in March. A
recommendation will then be made to the Cabinet Member, to agree any
amendments, make the TRS permanent or remove it. The recommendation
will be based upon an evaluation of all consultation responses, which the
petitions would form part of, and other evidence set out in the report.
In response to questions from the Committee, the Transport Strategy
Manager confirmed that traffic data and air quality data had been and would
continue to be collected and would form part of the evidence to be presented
to the Cabinet Member to inform their decision.
The Lead petitioner for the petition set out at appendix 1 addressed the
Committee stating their concern that the process to implement the TRS had
not been conducted in line with central Government guidance on the explicit
consultation process and timescale. The public survey questions were loaded
to reach a desired conclusion to install the TRS. The TRS would create more
pollution and congestion, with drivers stopping and starting and making longer
journeys and was engineering gridlock.
The Committee asked the speaker if he had evidence of an increase in
congestion and pollution and what suggestions he had on how future
consultation on the TRS’s should be conducted. The Chair allowed the
speaker to respond but as the speaker had lost audio connectivity, they were
unable to.
The Committee was addressed by the representative for the petition as set
out at appendix 2 who advised their petition related to the perceived impact
on Greenwich East and Maze Hill as a direct consequent of the West
Greenwich Traffic Reduction Scheme (TRS). Since implementation of the TRS
traffic backed up along Maze Hill, with Westcombe Park Road becoming a car
park and it was understood with an evidenced 17% increase, with no
recognition or, apparent consideration, to the displacement impact of the
2
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Scheme. The current schemes recommend had limitations and it was not
clear why automatic number plate recognition (ANPR) technology could not
be used as an option.
The speaker commented on proposals for traffic management measures in the
Westcombe Park and Maze Hill area. They confirmed to the Committee that
there were residents who would welcome a 24/7 approach, similar to West
Greenwich TRS, whilst others a more flexible approach, through the use of
ANPR or timed opening scheme using similar controls as CPZ’s, as there
were residents, such as elderly and vulnerable residents that needed to retain
access Trafalgar Road. Residents were monitoring how the outcome and
proposal was going to be evidenced and sought proper community engage and
consultation to identify all options and the implications of each, in order to
make an informed response. The benefit of ANPR, which is a proposal that
came from Council officers not the community, would be its flexibility if it's
really properly monitored.
The Transport Strategy Manager responded to the Committees request for
clarification on ANPR that Council Officers had experience of using ANPR
and found that most people complied with regulations, as drivers don’t want
to receive a fine. He noted that a lot of ‘rat running’ was as a result of people
following sat navs which would not route people via any closed roads, which
would also help compliance. If the use of ANPR was agreed, this could be
accommodated within the funding allocation for the TRS.
The (Interim) Assistant Director Transportation reminded the Committee
that the report presented the response to petitions submitted to Council.
That a decision was not being made, at this time on the future of the TRS and
confirmed that there was financial flexibility to consider a range of options
when that decision is made.
The lead petitioner of the petition set out at appendix 3 addressed the
Committee advising their petition represented 14 local streets, in which they
felt the vast majority of residents in favour of the TRS. The roads in the area
were not suitable for the level of traffic they were attracting and had seen
positive improvement in traffic levels since the introduction of the West
Greenwich TRS. There were no traffic jams, no damage to residents’ cars,
less pollution, and residents felt safer knowing that emergency services could
get through if we needed. There was no perfect solution, but the positives
massively outweighed the impact on people having to take a few minutes
longer to make a journey by car and they urged the Council to make the
scheme permanent.

3
Page 19

The Committee was addressed by a representative for the petition set out at
appendix 4 who echoed the previous speakers’ comments as the TRS was
having a positive impact on both road use and the resident’s quality of life.
The TRS was diverting vehicles from minor roads back onto the two major
roads, as it was before the use of sat navs. There had also been a resolution
to drivers trying to push out to re-join the main traffic flow, which caused
tailbacks and, due to the uninterrupted traffic flow tailbacks were now rare.
It was hoped that the neighbourhood Traffic Management Scheme would be
made permanent.
The Committee was addressed by a representative for the petition as set out
at appendix 5 who lived in the area where most of the homes were 200 year
old cottages with the front door’s opening directly onto the street, less than
one metre from the road. Many of these homes were fragile and would shake
from the constant vibration of traffic and cars would frequently mount the
kerb, taking the corner making it unsafe for her children or anyone standing
on the Kerb. There was concern of further sinkholes opening up, as
happened a few years ago if high traffic levels returned. The introduction of
the TRS had allowed the safe use of the narrow pavement by children and
adults, and cycling on the road, due to fewer cars and less pollution, with
positive physical and mental health results.
The Committee was addressed by a representative for the petition set out at
appendix 6, speaking on behalf of a number of residents of Hyde Vale. She
advised the Committee that due to terminal lung cancer she was previously
unable to walk to the top of Hill without stopping for breath several times.
However, since the introduction of the TRS she had been able to walk to the
top of the Hill without stopping due to the improved air quality. There was
concern at ambulances and other blue light services gaining access, but these
concerns have proved to be unfounded with the chair of London ambulance
service stating these schemes had not caused adverse effects and were
beneficial for people's health, which is a view that has received written
support by doctors and nurses. Before the TRS was brought in ambulances
were often delayed due to various pinch points on the roads, which has been
relieved. The TRS makes is safer to walk or cycle, tackles air pollution and
have been found to reduce road injuries, saving lives as well.
The Committee was addressed by a representative for the petition as set out
at appendix 7 who advised that as Crooms Hill was a narrow road that
suffered traffic jams, aggressive drivers, motorbikes mounted the pavement
and ambulances being delayed. Consultation began three years ago with the
Council and Ward Councillors undertaking consultation through public
engagement, meetings with residents and other stakeholders, and an online
survey, culminating in the trial West Greenwich TRS and was still seeking
4
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feedback on the TRS. Over the years piecemeal traffic calming measures had
only served to drive traffic onto fewer and fewer streets and the petitioners
strongly support the Council adopting the scheme permanently
The lead petitioner for the petition set out at appendix 8 addressed the
Committee advising that her petition sought that the TRS be reconsidered. It
was appreciated that the residents of some roads had faced abuse from
drivers, traffic jams and damage to their vehicles over many years however,
the TRS also had a wider, negative impact on local taxi drivers; local retailers,
who had seen a loss in trade and issues with stock delivery. The police had
faced issues pursuing a robber, late last year, due to being unable to drive
through the central area of King George street, which it was suggested meant
access would also not be possible for other emergency vehicles. A Freedom
of Information enquiry showed that the fire service did not recommend the
use of TRS. The environment would not benefit from cars having to drive
further and spending more time idling, as traffic needs to flow. Not everyone
was able to cycle or walk and there was still a need for residents to be able to
use their car. The TRS, should be reviewed in combination with other
options, such as a one way system with a 20 mph speed limit, could benefit
both East and West Greenwich.
The speaker responded to the Committee that retailers were seeing a
compounded loss of revenue due to problems with deliveries and people
being unable to park on King George Street or other nearby roads. Residents
were already taking longer to complete car journeys, and vehicles were idling
and using the bus network. When lockdown is lifted, and traffic levels would
increase but a smarter solution, that supported residents and retailers, was
needed, such as making Crooms Hill one way with an opposing one way
system along Hyde Vale, which would not require investment or ANPR but
would allow residents to use their local streets without having to undertake
longer journeys.
Councillor Geoffrey Brighty addressed the Committee noting that three of
the petitions addressed concerns at the negative impact the TRS was having
on residents in both the West and East Greenwich areas. The petitions raise
real concerns that the scheme was put into place quickly and he, and other
Ward Councillors, were receiving correspondence from a number of
residents deeply unhappy with the proposals and the way the Council was
implementing it. A speaker had indicated dissatisfaction with the consultation
process and residents had raised concerns that that consultation questions
were loaded to get the answers that the Council wanted in order to bring in
the TRS; and many residents had expressed the desire to have seen a yes / no
questions as to the implementation of a TRS. Residents wanted low traffic
neighbourhoods but also that all options be considered such as ANPR, which
5
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was used for enforcement in other areas. Through traffic should be stopped
but local residents’ access by car needed to be maintained, without fear of
fines, which an ANPR system could do and may make the proposals more
palatable residents and retailers.
Councillor Leo Fletcher addressed the Committee advising that he concurred
with Councillor Brighty’s comments and endorsed the proposal to consider
using an ANPR system which would resolve a lot of the issues raised by
residents, around the current scheme.
Councillor Mehboob Khan addressed the Committee, noting that engagement
and consultation on the proposal had been ongoing for three years before the
West Greenwich TRS was implemented. The Metropolitan Police had
requested the Council tackled the level of vehicles using the residential
streets at peak hours advising the Council it would be held accountable for
any incidents resulting in injury or worse if it did not. The Ward Councillors
had worked with and engaged local residents and a one way system had been
discounted, as the narrow streets were not suitable for around 8,500 vehicles
a day and this would increase air pollution noise and create road safety issues
for those areas. He believed that the majority of residents, living within the
TRS area supported the arrangements and many of the initial concerns, raised
by the petitions, had been resolved. Both the London ambulance service and
the London fire brigade supported this type of scheme, in principle. The
latest monitoring of air quality on Blackheath Hill showed significant
improvement in the last four months than the same period in 2019 and 2018.
The scheme was as a result of the demands from residents in West
Greenwich.
Members considered the report, petitions and addresses made to them.
The Committee had heard that there had been very significant public
engagement over a period of three years. It was noted that it was not for the
Highways Committee to make the final decision as to whether the West
Greenwich Traffic Management Scheme should be made permanent. The
scheme would need to be evidenced and assessed, with all the implications,
including any knock on impact to East Greenwich considered and presented
to the Cabinet Member, as part of the final and formal decision making
process.
The Committee noted that the TRS appeared to have made a positive
difference to the area with significant benefits to local people in terms of
improved air quality, which was also helping with health and people's
wellbeing and was a positive benefit towards addressing the climate
emergency. It was accepted that any scheme would not be accepted by all
6
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residents, and some local business may also be impacted, but there was a
need to address the traffic issues in this area which were mainly caused by
people trying to save minutes on a journey through the Borough. It was
noted that most other areas in Greenwich West were already essentially low
traffic neighbourhoods due to other methods of traffic restrictions having
been installed.
The Committee noted that one-way systems may not be appropriate for the
narrow roads and would not stop vehicles speeding. In respect of the use of
ANPR, if this was pursued, careful consideration would need to be given as to
who would be permitted to use the roads. It was noted that there were a
range of different options for both the area covered by any exemption (e.g.
only residents of specific roads, all residents within a wider area or set of
roads) and the people exempted (e.g. residents, workers and/or visitors).
That the current TRS was being trialled and a six month consultation was
ongoing - and that residents should continue to response to the consultation.
The Committee accepted that consideration would need to be given as to the
wider impact on East Greenwich
The Committee noted that it was not within their powers to make a decision
on the future of the TRS but felt, on balance ,the Traffic Management Scheme
had been a success and, based on the Officers’ reports and presentations
from petitioners it had received, it wished it recorded that the Committee
recommend to the Cabinet Member that the scheme be permanently
implemented.
Resolved –
That the petitions presented as appendices to the report and the proposed
approach to deal with the petitions, as outlined in the report, be noted
That it be noted a response will be submitted to Full Council on 31 March
2021.
That the Full Council be made aware of the Highways Committee
recommendation to support implementation of the Greenwich West Traffic
Management Scheme.
The meeting closed at 8.10pm
____________________________
Chair
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HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
TITLE
Response to a Petition requesting the
introduction of traffic calming measures and
safety measures along Broad Walk
CHIEF OFFICER
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-Key
Non-Exempt

1.

DATE
ITEM NO
02.06.2021
5
WARD(S)
Kidbrooke with Hornfair

CABINET MEMBER
Environment, Sustainability &
Transport
IS THE FINAL DECISION
ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS IN
THIS REPORT TO BE MADE
AT THIS MEETING?
No
Recommendations endorsed by
Highways Committee will be
reported to the next available
meeting of Full Council for
approval.

Decision required
The Highways Committee is requested to:

1.1

Note the petition requesting that the Council introduces traffic calming and
safety measures along Broad Walk.

1.2

Note and comment upon the proposed response to the petition as set out in
this report, which will be summarised and reported to Full Council at its
meeting on 23 June 2021.

2.

Links to the Royal Greenwich high level objectives

2.1

This report relates to the Council’s agreed high-level objectives as follows:
• A Healthier Greenwich
• A Safer Greenwich
• A Great Place to Grow Up
• A Great Place to Be

ITEM NO: 5
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3.

Purpose of Report and Executive Summary

3.1

A petition containing 284 signatures was presented to the meeting of Council
on 25 November 2020 by Councillor David Stanley.

3.2

The petitioners have requested that consideration be given to introducing
traffic calming and speed control measures along Broad Walk and the
surrounding roads in Kidbrooke

3.3

The substance of the petition reads:
“We the undersigned petition the Royal Borough of Greenwich to introduce
appropriate traffic calming and speed control measures along Broad Walk and the
surrounding roads in Kidbrooke.
There have been two serious traffic accidents on Broad Walk since January 2020
caused by vehicles driving out of control and at high speed. In addition, the road is
heavily used as a rat run, resulting in frequent gridlocks and reckless driving, such as
mounting the kerb to drive along thegrass verge or crashing over speed bumps.
The risk of another incident is heightened by the fact that Broad Walk is already a
busy road, running between two large secondary schools and home to the Samuel
Montagu youth club (used by many local families) and two rugby clubs.
Why is this important?
We would like the council to urgently introduce effective traffic-calming measures to
reduce the risk of another tragic accident and to encourage cycling and walking. For
example, by:
• Setting up a width restriction or chicane between Corelli Road and Samuel
Montagu youth club to slow drivers and deter large vehicles.
• Replacing current speed bumps (which are hard to see) with something more
visible andeffective
• Installing 'children crossing' signs, 20mph roundels and vehicle activated speed
signs around the Samuel Montagu Youth Centre
• Create passing points between Woolacombe Road and Samuel Montagu youth
centre to prevent gridlocks from forming
• Put down a double yellow line between Rochester Way and the new electric
charging points and reinstate the bollards by the entrance to Woolacombe Road.”

3.4

The proposed response to the petition is set out in this report. In summary,
a number of actions have been taken to bring the existing 20mph zone into
line with current standards, including some of the measures requested within
ITEM NO: 5
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this petition. Feedback has been provided for any of the petition requests
that cannot currently be implemented, including alternative measures where
appropriate.
4.

Introduction and Background

4.1

The petition was referred to the Director of Regeneration, Enterprise & Skills
as the relevant Chief Officer, for investigation and response. This report sets
out the outcome of that investigation and the available options for response.

4.2

Road Casualties – Following a fatal casualty incident involving an HGV in
Broad Walk in September 2020 the Police inspected the collision site.
Following that visit they advised that, whilst the investigation was ongoing and
subject to sub-judice, their view was that it appeared that little could have
been done from a traffic engineering perspective to prevent this collision
from occurring. They also advised that they had checked road casualty data
for this section of Broad Walk for the most recent 60-month period and it
showed that there had been no personal injury collisions reported in that
time.

4.3

Officers have since examined road casualty data for the full 1.6 km length of
Broad Walk covering the latest five years that data is available for (to the end
of May 2020). This data showed that there had only been three recorded
personal injury collisions during this time, all resulting in slight injuries. These
were in the section of Broad Walk in the vicinity of the Western junction of
Mayday Gardens and the junction with Corelli Road. Only one of these
incidents had ‘exceeding the speed limit’ recorded as a contributory factor by
the Police.

4.4

Existing measures provided by the Council – Broad Walk and other
surrounding residential roads are already within a 20mph zone and have
traffic calming throughout in the form of a significant number of speed humps
at regular intervals. Officers visited the site to check road markings on these
road humps in relation to the concerns raised over their visibility (see
4.5below). A 7’ 0” width restriction is located at the eastern end of Broad
Walk to deter rat running by larger vehicles. The pedestrian footways on
Broad Walk are set behind grass verges.

4.5

As it is some time since the 20mph zone was introduced, officers from the
Council’s Traffic Team inspected the site to see if it is congruent with current
standards for such zones and if any of the requested measures could be
incorporated. This inspection resulted in the following actions:
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▪ 20mph signage has been improved by introducing repeater signs.
▪ Existing speed humps were found to meet the required standard
but road markings are be refreshed to improve conspicuity.
▪ ‘Children Crossing’ signs have been installed at the Samuel
Montague Youth Centre and at the junction of Corelli Road.
▪ Double Yellow Line waiting restrictions are to be introduced
outside the youth centre to improve intervisibility between
pedestrians and vehicles
5.

Available Options

5.1

The available options are as follows:
i)

Note the petition and improvements, identified in paragraph 4.5, made
to the highway since the petition was received. Recommend officers
liaise with the local Metropolitan Police Service Community Roadwatch
Coordinator to see if Broad Walk can be considered for inclusion
within their programme (see paragraph 7.5 below for an explanation of
this scheme).

ii)

Do nothing: this would mean that the petition is rejected and no
further recommendation is made to the Environment, Sustainability &
Transport.

6.

Preferred Option

6.1

The preferred option is Option (i) to note the petition and the inclusion of
measures, identified in paragraph 4.5, to the current highway configuration
and liaise with the local Metropolitan Police Service Community Roadwatch
Coordinator to see if Broad Walk can be considered for inclusion within
their programme.

7.

Reasons for Recommendations

7.1

Road casualty data history for this location is good, the collision in September
2020 appears to be an isolated incident and was not related to the road
configuration at this location

7.2

Broad Walk and surrounding residential roads are already within a traffic
calmed environment provided through a 20mph speed limit, regularly spaced
speed humps and a width restriction to prevent larger vehicles from ratrunning. However, the Traffic Team’s site inspection concluded that possible
enhancements to the existing infrastructure could be made.
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7.3

The possibility of installing a deflection chicane between the youth centre and
the junction with Corelli Road was considered by the Traffic Team, but
current road layout and parking provision prevented this option. ‘Children
Crossing’ warning signs and waiting restrictions are to be used to raise the
profile of the centre with passing traffic.

7.4

The possibility of installing passing points between Woolacombe Road and
the youth centre was also considered by the Traffic Team, but the current
road layout and parking provision prevented this option. The Traffic Team
will continue to monitor the situation

7.5

Community Roadwatch is a community led, high visibility intervention that
gives residents the opportunity to work side by side with their local police
teams and use speed detection equipment to identify speeding vehicles in
their communities. Warning letters will be issued where appropriate, and the
information can help to inform the future activity of local police teams

7.6

This option would allow officers to monitor the situation and gain feedback
from the MPS Community Roadwatch Coordinator regarding driver
behaviour patterns at this location

8.

Consultation Results

8.1

Officers consulted with Metropolitan Police Service Traffic Officers in relation
to the fatal incident in September 2020 to ascertain if the road environment
contributed to the incident. Police advised that there appeared to be little
that could have been done from a traffic engineering perspective that could
have prevented this incident.

8.2

Officers retrieved the collision and casualty data referred to in this report
from the Transport for London data team.

9.

Cross-Cutting Issues and Implications

Issue
Legal including
Human Rights
Act

Implications
The Highways Committee is requested
to note the petition presented by
Councillor David Stanley to the Council
meeting held on 25th November 2020,
and to comment upon the proposed
response to this petition, as outlined in
this report.
ITEM NO: 5

Sign-off
Eleanor Penn,
Assistant Head of
Legal Services,
18th May 2021
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Article 3.01(a) of the Council’s
Constitution provides that residents of
the Borough may bring concerns to the
direct attention of the Council by asking
a member to present a petition.
Paragraph A1.19 of Part 4 of the
Constitution requires that petitions are
referred to the relevant Chief Officer
for investigation and response. The
outcome of the investigation is to be
reported back to full Council within
two meetings.
Finance and
other resources

Equalities

Climate
change

The Highways Committee is requested
to note the petition requesting the
introduction of traffic calming and safety
measures along Broad Walk and to note
the response to the petition as set out
in this report which will be reported to
Council on 14 June 2021.
There are no financial implications
arising from this report.
The decisions recommended through
this paper have a remote or low
relevance to the substance of the
Equality Act. There is no apparent
equality impact on end users.
The decisions recommended in the
report have low relevance to or impact
on climate change or the Councils
carbon reductions commitments.

10.

Report Appendices
None

11.

Background Papers
None
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Sue Rock
Accountancy
Business Change
Manager
18/05/2021

Mark Bunting,
Principal Road
Safety Officer.
15 May 2021

Mark Bunting,
Principal Road
Safety Officer.
15 May 2021
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Report Author:

Mark Bunting
Principal Road Safety Officer
Tel: TBC
Email: mark.bunting@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Ryan Bunce
Transport Strategy Manager
Tel: 020 8921 8023
Email: ryan.bunce@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Chief Officer:

Pippa Hack, Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
Tel No. 020 8921 5519
Email. Pippa.hack@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
TITLE
Response to a Petition regarding the School
Streets Scheme in Ivor Grove
CHIEF OFFICER
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-Key
Non-Exempt

1.

DATE
02.06.2021
WARD(S)
Eltham South

ITEM NO
6

CABINET MEMBER
Environment, Sustainability &
Transport
IS THE FINAL DECISION
ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS IN
THIS REPORT TO BE MADE
AT THIS MEETING?
No
Recommendations endorsed by
Highways Committee will be
reported to the next available
meeting of Full Council for
approval.

Decision required
The Highways Committee is requested to:

1.1

Note the petition requesting that the Council stops the School Street Scheme
on Ivor Grove.

1.2

Note and comment upon the proposed approach to deal with the petition
outlined in the report, which will be summarised and reported to Full Council
on 23rd June 2021.

2.

Links to the Royal Greenwich high level objectives

2.1

This report relates to the Council’s agreed high-level objectives as follows:
• A Healthier Greenwich
• A Safer Greenwich
• A Great Place to Grow Up
• A Great Place to Be

ITEM NO: 6

Page 33

3.

Purpose of Report and Executive Summary

3.1

A petition containing 538 signatures was presented to the meeting of Council
on 25 November 2020 by Councillor Matt Clare.

3.2

The petitioners have requested that consideration be given to ceasing to
operate the School Street scheme on Ivor Grove.

3.3

The substance of the petition reads:
“Please stop the school streets scheme on Ivor Grove”

3.4

The proposed approach to the response to the petition is set out in this
report. In summary, the petition should be noted and its content considered
within the analysis of the Ivor Grove School Streets Scheme, so that it can be
considered alongside other local feedback received in line with the statutory
process. The experimental period is still ongoing and a consultation survey
will be launched in June 2021, whereby residents will be able to provide
feedback to the measures and these responses will be collated.

4.

Introduction and Background

4.1

The petition was referred to the Director of Regeneration, Enterprise & Skills
as the relevant Chief Officer, for investigation and response. This report sets
out the outcome of that investigation and the available options for response.

4.2

The Ivor Grove School Street Scheme serves Wyborne Primary School in
Eltham was introduced in October 2020 by means of an Experimental Traffic
Regulation Order. This allows the Council to trial the closure, to see how the
School Street Scheme works, and gives stakeholders the opportunity to
comment based on actual experience after the scheme has been implemented
and settled in. These comments will then be taken into account by the
decision maker when deciding whether the scheme should be amended,
removed or made permanent. This typically happens about six months after
commencement, however, following concerns raised by residents at the time
that the Ivor School Street Scheme was introduced in October 2020the
Council had agreed to a shorter period of twelve weeks. This period would
have expired at the end of December, with a review to have taken place in
the New Year. However, as schools have been either entirely or partially
closed during Covid-19 lockdown the process has been delayed. The
consultation survey is now planned to be launched in June 2021.
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5.

Available Options

5.1

The available options are as follows:
i)

The receipt of the petition be noted by the Highways Committee, and
its contents be considered within the analysis of the Ivor Grove School
Streets Scheme, so that it can be considered alongside other local
feedback received in line with the statutory process.

ii)

To recommend the pausing of the operation of the Ivor Grove School
Street Scheme: in advance of the formal process for considering the
future of the experimental scheme; and without evidence of the views
of those not represented by the petition.

6.

Preferred Option

6.1

The preferred option is Option (i), that the receipt of the petition be noted
by the Highways Committee, and its contents be considered within the
analysis of the Ivor Grove School Streets Scheme, so that it can be
considered alongside other local feedback received in line with the statutory
process.

7.

Reason for Recommendation

7.1

Including the petition within the public engagement analysis is in line with the
statutory requirements of an experimental traffic order and will ensure the
views of residents of all affected areas are considered when deciding how the
Council should proceed in regards to a decision on the outcome of the Ivor
Grove School Street Scheme.

7.2

It would be inappropriate for the Council to acknowledge any further details
or engage in discussions until the consultation survey closes in July 2021 and
the results have been analysed.

8.

Consultation Results

8.1

The outcome of the consultation stage will be collated and analysed at the
close of the consultation period in July 2021, in line with the statutory
process.

8.2

Meanwhile and separate to the forthcoming consultation, officers have been
liaising closely with the school in discussions over the installation of the
school street in Ivor Grove.
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9.

Cross-Cutting Issues and Implications

Issue
Legal including
Human Rights
Act

Implications
The Highways Committee is requested
to note the petition presented by
Councillor Matt Clare to the Council
meeting held on 25th November 2020,
and to comment upon the proposed
approach to respond to this petition, as
outlined in this report.

Sign-off
Eleanor Penn,
Assistant Head of
Legal Services,
20th May 2021

Article 3.01(a) of the Council’s
Constitution provides that residents of
the Borough may bring concerns to the
direct attention of the Council by asking
a member to present a petition.
Paragraph A1.19 of Part 4 of the
Constitution requires that petitions are
referred to the relevant Chief Officer
for investigation and response. The
outcome of the investigation is to be
reported back to full Council within
two meetings.
Finance and
other resources

Equalities

The Highways Committee is requested
to note the petition requesting that the
Council stops the School Street Scheme
on Ivor Grove and note the response to
the petition as set out in this report
which will be reported to Council on 14
June 2021. There are no financial
implications arising from this report
The decisions recommended through
this paper have a remote or low
relevance to the substance of the
Equality Act. There is no apparent
equality impact on end users.
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Sue Rock
Accountancy
Business Change
Manager
18/05/2021

Mark Bunting,
Principal Road
Safety Officer.
19 May 2021
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Climate
change

10.

The decisions recommended in the
report have low relevance to or impact
on climate change or the Councils
carbon reductions commitments.

Mark Bunting,
Principal Road
Safety Officer.
19 May 2021

Report Appendices
None

11.

Background Papers
None

Report Author:

Mark Bunting
Principal Road Safety Officer
Tel: TBC
Email: mark.bunting@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Ryan Bunce
Transport Strategy Manager
Tel: 020 8921 8023
Email: ryan.bunce@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Chief Officer:
Tel No.
Email.

Pippa Hack, Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
020 8921 5519
Pippa.hack@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE

DATE
02.06.2021
WARD (S)
Eltham South

ITEM NO
7

TITLE
Request for removal of speed cushions in
Halfway Street - Response to a Petition
CHIEF OFFICER
CABINET MEMBER
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills Environment, Sustainability and
Transport
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
IS THE FINAL DECISION
Non-Key Decision
ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS IN
THIS REPORT TO BE MADE
AT THIS MEETING?
No
Recommendations endorsed by
Highways Committee will be
reported to the next available
meeting of Full Council for
approval.
1.

Decision required
This report makes the following recommendations to the Highways
Committee:

1.1 To note the petition requesting the removal of speed cushions in Halfway
Street, as presented in this report; and
1.2 To note and comment upon the proposed response to the petition as
outlined in this report, which will be summarised and reported to Full Council
on 23rd June 2021.
2.

Introduction and Background

2.1

A petition containing 39 signatures from the residents of Halfway Street of
the Royal Borough was presented to the Council meeting on 27th January
2021 by Councillor Pat Greenwell.

2.2

The petitioners have expressed concerns regarding heavy vibration to
properties, loud noises caused by vehicles passing over speed cushions in
Halfway Street, DA15 8DT and would like the speed cushions removed.

2.3

The full wording on the petition reads:
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“We the undersigned residents including no's 262-278 (left side) and 311-331a
(right side) would like to Petition Greenwich Council for the removal of speed bumps
in Halfway Street.
The reasons for this Petition are there are very strong feelings/concerns about the
negative impact on these local residents namely:
 Heavy vibration when large vehicles/lorries/buses pass over, possibly causing long
term structural damage to these properties and impact on property value. Most
residents have reported that their property 'shakes' when large vehicles pass
 Loud noises created by vehicles passing over speed bumps, causing residents
anxiety/sleep disturbance especially early morning/late evening and throughout
the day.
 Eventual increase of traffic including large vehicles in the future and anticipatJon
of more vibration and noise when new Academy School built nearby, resulting in
more vehicles, more often.
 Most residents have also suggested that this stretch of road needs resurfacing as
there is deterioration of the road surface, with large pothole repairs as well as
unevenness and sinking. This has been reported to Highways months ago, with
no response to date
Overall we would like these speed bumps removed as there does not seem to be
any benefit of these on such a short distance of road and would like Highways to
install some other form of speed deterrent (signs /road markings) as there have
been several vehicle accidents on this stretch of the road during recent years.
Residents also request for the road to be resurfaced after this, as other sections of
this road create vibration and noise due to surface deterioration and unevenness.”
2.4

A recent car accident was reported, and photos included in the petition – See
Appendix A.
Background

2.5

The petition was referred to the Director of Regeneration, Enterprise & Skills
as the relevant Chief Officer, for investigation and response. This report sets
out the outcome of that investigation and the available options for response.

2.6

Halfway Street (B2214) is a classified B road which runs from junction of
Restons Crescent to Station Road in Sidcup. The road shares its boundary
with Bexley Council. Most of the length of the road is in Bexley Council and
the section between Overmead and Avery Hill is in the Royal Borough of
Greenwich. Halfway Street forms part of a link between A2 and A20.
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2.7

Traffic surveys were conducted in September and October 2018, an average
speed of 32.3mph percentile was recorded northbound and 32.5mph
southbound, following requests by residents and ward members, relating to
the speed of vehicles using the road.

2.8

Funding was therefore sought to implement traffic calming measures (speed
cushions) which were installed, in February 2020, to reduce the speed of
traffic, within the section of Halfway Street, which is the responsibility of the
Royal Borough of Greenwich.

2.9

Further traffic surveys were conducted in March 2021, following further
concerns raised regarding the request for the removal of the speed cushions.
An average of 29.1mph percentile northbound and 28.7mph southbound was
recorded. This indicated a reduction in speed of 3.2mph northbound and
3.8mph southbound after the installation of the speed cushion.

2.10 The latest available recorded collision data between August 2017 and July
2020 indicated 2 accidents. 1 serious casualty involving a vehicle and a
motorcycle on the 14 September 2019 near junction with Croyde Close and
1 slight casualty involving 2 vehicles on 23 September 2019 at the roundabout
near junction with Restons Crescent.
2.11 Since the installation of the speed cushions, a number of residents have raised
concerns relating to vibration caused by passing traffic and the uneven
arrangement of a set of the installed cushions.
2.12 The cushions have been investigated and confirmed to meet design standard
in terms of height and spacing. No study has been conducted to confirm the
source of vibration raised by the petitioner.
2.13 A site meeting was arranged by ward members which also included local
residents and an officer from the Traffic Team, on the 8th of December 2020,
in order to understand the issues raised and discuss the relevant resolution.
3.

Available Options

3.1

Undertake a mini-consultation which can be undertaken with residents, to
ensure that the proposal to remove the traffic calming measures has a
majority support
If supported, remove the speed cushions and conduct further traffic surveys,
in order to enable a further design option to be sought and consulted on, as
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there is evidence of a speeding issue in the road, of which the existing traffic
calming is managing effectively.
3.2

Do nothing, as the evidence suggests that there is a speeding issue in the
road.

4.

Preferred Option

4.1

Proceed with option 3.2.

5.

Reasons for Recommendations

5.1

Considering the speed cushions have been installed to manage a speeding
issue, there are concerns that removing the measures will allow speeding to
continue.

6.

Consultation Results

6.1

No new or historic consultation results available.

7.

Cross-Cutting Issues and Implications
Issue

Implications
The Highways Committee is
Legal including
Human Rights Act requested to note the petition
presented by Councillor Pat
Greenwell to the Council meeting
held on 27th January 2021, and to
comment upon the proposed
response to this petition, as outlined
in this report.

Sign-off
Eleanor Penn,
Assistant Head
of Legal
Services,
18th May 2021

Article 3.01(a) of the Council’s
Constitution provides that residents
of the Borough may bring concerns to
the direct attention of the Council by
asking a member to present a
petition.
Paragraph A1.19 of Part 4 of the
Constitution requires that petitions
are referred to the relevant Chief
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Officer for investigation and response.
The outcome of the investigation is to
be reported back to full Council
within two meetings.
Finance and
other resources
including
procurement
implications

This report requests the committee
to note and comment upon the
petition response, presented in this
report, with a response to be
submitted to Full Council on 23rd
June 2021.
There are no financial implications
arising from the adoption of the
recommendation (ref 3.2) within the
report.

Equalities

The decisions recommended through
this paper have a remote or low
relevance to the substance of the
Equality Act. There is no apparent
equality impact on end users.

Climate change The decisions recommended in the
report have low relevance to or
impact on climate change or the
Councils carbon reductions
commitments.

8.
8.1

Accountancy
Business
Change Deputy
Manager
Wunmi
Akintelure
20/05/2021

Olu Soyoye
Principal Traffic
Engineer
21/05/21
Olu Soyoye
Principal Traffic
Engineer
21/05/21

Report Appendices
The following documents are to be published with and form part of the
report:
 Appendix A - Photographs of car crash at No. 323/325

9.

Background Papers
 N/A

ITEM NO: 7

Page 43

Report Author:
Tel No.
Email.

Olu Soyoye – Principal Traffic Engineer
020 8921 2175
olu.soyoye@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:
Tel No.
Email.

Ryan Nibbs – Head of Traffic Group
020 8921 2397
ryan.nibbs@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Chief Officer:
Tel No.
Email.

Pippa Hack, Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
020 8921 5519
pippa.hack@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Appendix A - Car Crash at 323/325

ITEM NO: 7

Page 45

Page 46

HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
TITLE
Winchcomb Gardens – Petition Requesting Road
Resurfacing and Street Improvements
CHIEF OFFICER
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-Key
Non-Exempt

1.

DATE
02.06.2021
WARD (S)
Eltham North

ITEM NO
8

CABINET MEMBER
Environment, Sustainability
and Transport
IS THE FINAL DECISION
ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS
IN THIS REPORT TO BE
MADE AT THIS
MEETING?
No
Recommendations endorsed
by Highways Committee will
be reported to the next
available meeting of Full
Council for approval.

Decision required
The Committee is requested to:

1.1

Note the petition requesting road resurfacing and other improvements in
Winchcomb Gardens, SE9.

1.2

Note the proposed response to the petition as set out in this report, which
will be summarised and reported to Full Council on 23rd June 2021.

2.

Links to the Royal Greenwich high level objectives

2.1

This report relates to the Council’s agreed high-level objectives as follows:
 A Healthier Greenwich
 A Safer Greenwich
 A Great Place to Grow Up
 A Great Place to Be

3.

Purpose of Report and Executive Summary

3.1

A petition containing 77 signatures was presented to the meeting of Council
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on 31 March 2021 by Councillor Charlie Davies.
3.2

The petitioners have asked for
 The road of Winchcomb Gardens to be resurfaced.
 The grassed green in the middle of Winchcombe Gardens to be made
smaller to allow improved facilities for residents and people using the
road for school runs. It is assumed this means widening the road to
make more space, additional parking spaces and wider pavements
(footways).

3.3

The full wording of the petition is:
Petition to get our road (Winchcomb Gardens SE9) retarmacked and the
green to be made smaller for residents and people using our road for schools
runs.

3.4

The proposed response to the petition is set out in this report. In summary,
unfortunately Winchcomb Gardens has not been prirotised for road
resurfacing. Additionally, whilst the road is narrow, it is not possible to agree
to the road widening at this time. This would be a costly and major
undertaking requiring a range of investigations, feasibility work and then
design. There is no funding availability to undertake this work. However,
suggestions that may be possible to be delivered, perhaps incrementally over
time if and when funding can be secured, that would create improvements,
are raised in this report.

4.

Introduction and Background

4.1

Appendix A contains several maps and images of the typical layout in
Winchcomb Gardens. It is a residential street, oval / elongated circular in
shape, with houses to the outside and a grassed area / green in the middle.
The road is narrow, is a one-way street to help avoid vehicular conflicts, and
there is scarcely enough space for a moving vehicle to pass a stationary
vehicle if it is parked next to the kerb. For this reason, cars straddle the
pavement. The pavement is also narrow, and this results in sub-standard
arrangements and causes obstructions to pedestrians, particularly pushchair
and wheelchair users.

4.2

Of particular concern, in relation to the geometry of the street, is the effect
this would have on emergency vehicle access. In particular ambulances and
fire appliances are wider than a typical car and it’s clear that in some instances
access would be impeded or delayed. Officers are not aware of emergency
service representatives raising this, and the situation of narrow streets is not
unique, but it’s important to note this in the context of the report.
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4.3

To the northern side of the street is the Henwick Primary School.

4.4

The road surface is aesthetically displeasing with a range of surface marks,
cracks, patches and some delaminating material. Structurally the road is
towards the end of its serviceable life and will need to be resurfaced soon.

4.5

The green area is owned by the Councils Housing Department (rather than
being a highway verge). This distinction is important as different legislation
governs the way that the spaces should be managed and maintained and strict
funding rules control the way budgets are allocated.

4.6

The green provides a pleasant amenity space and leads to an open and
spacious street. However, it is not planted with any trees and there is only
one north-south path adjacent to the school.

4.7

The two points raised by the petitioners are discussed in more details below:
Road Resurfacing

4.8

Each year the Royal Borough of Greenwich spends around £1m of revenue
funding on local road resurfacing. Whilst £1m is a significant amount of public
funds it is only enough to resurface around 25 streets (or sections of streets)
out of the c.2000 streets in the Royal Borough.

4.9

This has led to a backlog of roads in need of resurfacing. The way in which
the streets are prioritised for resurfacing is reported to Highways Committee
as part of the submission of the annual planned maintenance programme.
Unfortunately, Winchcomb Gardens is not included in the 2021/22
resurfacing programme but will be assessed as part of the programme
development work in each subsequent year.

4.10 To resurface all of Winchcomb Gardens would cost around £100,000.
4.11 In addition to the annual road resurfacing programme the Council undertakes
a regime of continuous highway safety inspections. Every street (part of the
highway) is inspected for safety and serviceability defects at least on a
quarterly basis. These inspections are designed to identify defects that are
dangerous, or might become dangerous, and arrange repairs. Other general
(non-dangerous) defects requiring repair are also ordered for repair. This
regime will continue in line with the Councils approved highway maintenance
policy and plan and will help ensure the highway remains safe.
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Road Widening to Create More Space
4.12 It is clear that the geometry of the road leads to pressures, inconvenience
and to a degree, competition for space. It will hinder emergency service
access. This is an historical issue caused by the layout of the estate since it
was first built, possibly around 100 years ago. Whilst not at all desirable,
other parts of the Royal Borough have similar historical issues and challenges
arising from a time when standards and use were much different to today.
4.13 To properly understand this issue, further work and surveys would be
needed to ascertain parking and kerb space availability and demand.
Additionally, feasibility work would be needed to be able to fully appreciate
the impact and requirements for widening the road in to the green.
4.14 It is highly likely planning permission would be required for this proposal. The
proposal is not covered by a specific policy (of making parking spaces from
grassed / green areas or widening roads in a similar way) although the
benefits, in terms of making more space and a safer environment for
pedestrians and school children, are clear. There are examples of recent
(funded and delivered) work where a verge has been used to improve walking
and cycling provision. The disbenefits would include loss of amenity space,
increased hard standing adding to surface water run-off and the carbon and
environmental impact of construction work.
4.15 Unfortunately there are no available funds to undertake either the study
work or any resulting construction work. The Council already has a fully
committed programme of work for 2021/22. Additionally, the absence of
accident records means that prioritising funding from conventional budgets,
above sites that do a history of accidents, would be difficult.
4.16 However, it may be possible to consider some other work that would create
some significant improvements. These could include:
Tree planting – the planting of trees on the green would add to the
biodiversity in the area and make the green even more attractive – officers
will explore this possibility with Parks and Housing colleagues.
Path on / over the green – it may be possible to look at creating additional
paths across (or along) the green meaning school children do not need to
walk along the narrow pavements. This would create a safe environment
away from cars. Officers will explore s106 funding and other sources of
funding / work areas to see if this may be possible. However, as noted above,
the absence of recorded accidents will make it challenging to prioritise work.
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STARs and School Street – STARS (Sustainable Travel: Active, Responsible,
Safe) is a TfL accreditation scheme for schools and nurseries. It aims to
encourage pupils to travel to school sustainably through walking, scooting and
cycling. As a result it supports pupils' wellbeing, helps to reduce congestion
and improve road safety and air quality.
The Councils data shows car use is high at Henwick School with many driving
short journeys. The Council is actively seeking to engage with the school to
support them to encourage walking, scooting and cycling and officers are
visiting the school in the coming weeks.
A reduction in car use in the street will have a positive impact on residents
and help address some of the concern’s residents have.
Officers are also looking at the possibility of introducing a School Street and
seeking to engage with the Head Teacher(s). Indications are positive as the
new co-heads have also expressed concerns around road safety. The form
any School Street takes will need careful consideration to ensure positive
impacts in a way that do not cause unacceptable disruption to residents (or
simply move the problem to the next street).
The Councils School Travel Plan Coordinator is pursuing both these
initiatives with the school.
5.

Available Options

5.1

A number of options exist. These are:
Option 1 - Do nothing
This would mean that the petition is rejected but also no other work is
undertaken or considered.
Option 2 – Accept recommendations of this report
Accept the comments in the report about the current situation and the
recommended response to the petition, including funding position.
Option 3 – Require Resurfacing
The option would mean that the Council undertakes resurfacing outside of
the established prioritisation process for planned maintenance. It would
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mean a more deserving street (or streets) would not be treated, or result in
an overspend.
Option 4 – Agree to road widening (subject to planning permission and
other approvals)
This option would mean the Council accepts the request and seeks to
deliver the road widening. The cost of work would be in the hundreds of
thousands of pounds and this would create an overspend. The first stage
would be to undertake studies, feasibility work and determine and planning
application / permission requirements. Funding would need to be found.
Option 5 – Agree further (alternative) work
Within the report a few alternative options are suggested. Accepting this /
these options would mean these alternatives and potential funding sources
are explored. This could lead to some of the improvements being requested
but at significantly less cost.
6.

Preferred Option

6.1

A combination of Option 2 and 5 are recommended. The general reasons
are provided above.

7.

Reasons for Recommendations

7.1

The options recommended take account of the Council’s current policies,
works programme and funding. In taking decisions the Council must ensure
costs are contained within available funding allocations. Whilst it is
recommended the resurfacing and the road widening is not agreed at this
time, Members need to note and accept the potential risk that exist to
emergency services. The road will be considered for resurfacing in next
years programme (along with other streets) and the alternative suggestions
may lead to some improvements.

8.

Consultation Results

8.1

No public consultation is considered necessary at this stage, but the
Committee is asked to provide feedback on the proposals set out in this
report.
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9.

Cross-Cutting Issues and Implications
Issue
Legal including
Human Rights Act

Implications
The Highways Committee is
requested to note the petition
presented by Councillor Charlie
Davis to the Council meeting held
on 31 March 2021, and to comment
upon the proposed approach to
respond to this petition, as outlined
in this report.

Sign-off
Eleanor Penn,
Assistant Head
of Legal
Services,
18th May 2021

Article 3.01(a) of the Council’s
Constitution provides that residents
of the Borough may bring concerns
to the direct attention of the Council
by asking a member to present a
petition at a Council meeting.
Paragraph A1.19 of Part 4 of the
Constitution requires that petitions
are referred to the relevant Chief
Officer for investigation and
response. The outcome of the
investigation is to be reported back
to full Council within two meetings.
Finance and
other resources

The Committee is requested to note
the petition requesting road
resurfacing and other improvements
in Winchcomb Gardens SE9 and to
note proposed response to the
petition, which will be summarised
and reported to Council at the next
available opportunity.

Wunmi
Akintelure
Accountancy
Business
Change Deputy
Manager
18/05/2021

Equalities

There are limited resources available
for implementing the request in the
petition. Other funding such as S106
is not guaranteed, therefore creating
budget pressures.
The decisions recommended
Mark Hodgson,
through this paper have a remote or Head of
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low relevance to the substance of
Highways,
the Equality Act. There is no
13.05.2021
apparent equality impact on end
users. However, any subsequent
decisions and work that is agreed
will need to be similarly assessed and
considered.
Climate change

10.

The decisions recommended in the
report have low relevance to or
impact on climate change or the
Councils carbon reductions
commitments.

Mark Hodgson,
Head of
Highways,
13.05.2021

Report Appendices

10.1 The following documents are to be published with and form part of the
report:
 Appendix A: Typical images from Winchcomb Gardens
11.

Background Papers
None

Report Author:
Tel No.
Email.

Mark Hodgson, Head of Highways
020 8921 2103
Mark.hodgson@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Mario Lecordier, Interim Assistant Director Transportation and
Sustainability
020 8921 4777
mario.lecordier@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Tel No.
Email.
Chief Officer:

Pippa Hack, Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
Tel No. 020 8921 5519
Email. Pippa.hack@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Appendix A – Maps and Images of Winchcomb Gardens

Overview Map

Location Plan and Layout
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Eastern Entrance to Winchcomb Gardens

Northern Side of Street Adjacent to School
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Northern Side of Street Adjacent to Houses

Western Entrance to Winchcomb Gardens
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Southern Side of Winchcomb Gardens

Southern Side of Winchcomb Gardens Close to Crossing Point and Path
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HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE
TITLE
Royal Borough of Greenwich Proposed
Road Resurfacing Schemes 2021/22
CHIEF OFFICER
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and
Skills
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-Key
Non-exempt

DATE
02.06.2021
WARD (S)
All

ITEM NO
9

CABINET MEMBER
Environment, Sustainability and
Transport
IS THE FINAL DECISION
ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS IN
THIS REPORT TO BE MADE
AT THIS MEETING?
No. The Highways Committee is
advisory only.

1.

Decision required
The Highways Committee is requested to:

1.1

Note the information about how the Council prioritises and selects roads for
resurfacing.

1.2

Review and provide any comments on the proposed (local) road resurfacing
schemes programme for 2021/22, as outlined in, and appended to, this
report.

2

Links to the Royal Greenwich high level objectives

2.1

This report relates to the Council’s agreed high-level objectives as follows:
• A Healthier Greenwich
• A Safer Greenwich

3

Purpose of Report and Executive Summary

3.1

This report is to share with the Committee information on how the Council
prepares its annual carriageway (road) resurfacing programme; how roads are
selected and prioritised.
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3.2

The report will also share the list of schemes selected for resurfacing during
the 2021/22 financial year, which, following agreement will be published on
the Council’s website for public information.

4

Introduction and Background

4.1

Typically, a resurfaced road would be expected to last around 20 to 25 years.
The cost to resurface a local residential street is determined by both the
length and width of the street and the work required (depth of construction,
materials etc). However, on average, it would typically cost in the region of
£50k per street when the programme is considered as a whole.

4.2

With around 2,000 streets in the Royal Borough, and the average lifespan of
resurfacing, to maintain the network condition at a “steady state” around 100
roads per year would need to be resurfaced (ie about 5% of the network).
This would cost around £5m per annum. The current funding level is slightly
over £1m per annum and this results in a larger backlog of works then can be
afforded.

4.3

Considering the budgets available, to develop and prioritise the list of roads
to receive planned maintenance, regular technical borough wide road
condition surveys are carried out to examine the condition of every road in
the borough. The surveys divide the roads into manageable sections and
return a condition score against each. This information, when combined with
other factors, leads to a prioritised list of streets selected for resurfacing and
ensures the funding is allocated to the right areas in the right order.

4.4

Through this systematic approach, qualitative condition surveys and
prioritisation criteria, together with the appropriate choice of materials, the
Council aims to maximise the road life within the funding available at
optimum cost.

4.5

In line with the information above the Council has now selected the streets
for inclusion into the 2021/22 Resurfacing Programme. The proposed
programme for 2021/22 is shown in Appendix A.

4.6

All of the schemes are to be programmed in consultation with stakeholders
(London Buses, utility companies, events, emergency services etc.) and will be
delivered throughout the remainder of 2021/22 financial year. Any reserve
schemes not completed will be carried forward to 2022/23.

4.7

The total cost of the proposed work (excluding the reserve roads) is
£1.070m.
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Principal Road Funding
4.8

In recognition of the strategic nature and use of the boroughs classified A
roads (the principal roads), TfL funds planned maintenance on these roads.

4.9

The Council has seen a gradual decline in Principal Road funding over recent
years. Table 1 below shows the Principal Road funding allocations received
since 2014/15.
Table 1 – RBG Principal Road funding allocations
Financial
Allocation (£)
Year
2014/15
1,067,000
2015/16
867,000
2016/17
878,000
2017/18
740,000
2018/19
171,000
2019/20
110,000
2020/21
120,000

4.10 For 2021/22 TfL had indicated that Principal Road funding could return to
values somewhere near those seen in earlier financial years.
4.11 The Council was asked by TfL to make a funding bid submission to the
maximum value of £1.2m for 2021/22.
4.12 Officers have developed a list of six schemes for delivery to the value of
£1.2m, as requested by TfL. At the time of drafting this report a decision on
the funding request has not yet been confirmed, although indications are that
at worse case the funding granted would be 50% of the total bid (£600k) (this
is a pan-London position and not a reflection on the Councils bid). TfL will
confirm the funding through the normal channels in due course.
4.13 Whilst the condition of the Royal Boroughs principal roads, overall, are in an
acceptable condition, it follows that with continued reduced funding the rate
of deterioration of this key part of the network will increase.
4.14 As a result of reduced funding and the increasing degradation of the network
there will be an increased spend from the Council’s revenue funds to ensure
the principal road network continues to be maintained in a safe and functional
condition. The Council has lobbied TfL for increased funding for this area of
work, and prior to the Covid19 pandemic there were signs that the earlier
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levels of funding would be reinstated. However, the pandemic has placed
significant pressure on TfL finances so near-term settlements are impossible
to predict.
5

Available Options

5.1

In considering the way forward available options to the Council are:
Option Description
1.
Do nothing

2.

3.

4.

Comment
This would result in the essential work
described in this report not being
delivered. The condition of the roads
would continue to deteriorate. The
budgets would be under-spent (or
reallocated). It would cause reputational
harm and dissatisfaction of residents. This
scenario is not advised.
Accept the
The progress of the Council’s 2021/22
proposed
planned highways maintenance programme
2021/22
would be noted and approval given. This
resurfacing
would allow the Council to progress with
schemes
engaging with stakeholders to plan and
programme the works over the summer.
Accept the
As above but with amendments proposed
proposed
the 2021/22 resurfacing scheme selection.
2021/22
This will enable the Council to progress
resurfacing
with planned maintenance works this
schemes but with financial year but potential delays could
amendments
prevent delivering the works at the
optimum time of year. The basis for
varying the prioritisation process would
also need to be justified.
Defer the
This would delay the delivery of the works
decision and
until the next Committee meeting or
request more
beyond and would see the works delayed.
information

6

Preferred Option

6.1

The Committee is asked to note the contents of the report, agreeing with
recommendation 2 above, and, if required, comment upon the list of planned
maintenance schemes proposed for 2021/22 as shown in Appendix A.
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7

Reasons for Recommendations

7.1

This would allow the Council to progress with engaging with stakeholders to
plan and programme the works and crucially allow works to be delivered at
the optimum time of year.

8

Cross-Cutting Issues and Implications
Issue
Legal including
Human Rights
Act

Implications
The Council has a statutory duty to
ensure that its highway network is in a
safe and reliable condition. Section 41 of
the Highways Act 1980 imposes a duty to
maintain highways maintainable at public
expense and Section 58 of the same Act
provides for a defence against action
relating to alleged failure to maintain, on
grounds that the authority has taken such
care as in all the circumstances was
reasonably required to secure that the
part of the highway in question was not
dangerous to traffic. Section 16(1) of the
Traffic Management Act 2004 imposes a
duty on local traffic authorities ‘to
manage their road network in securing
the expeditious movement’, with Section
31 of that Act specifically stating that the
term ‘traffic’ includes pedestrians, so the
duty requires the authority to consider
all road users.

Sign-off
Eleanor Penn,
Assistant Head
of Legal
Services,
20th May 2021

The Highways Committee is authorised
to consider and comment on the
proposed road resurfacing schemes
programme for 2021/22, as appended to
this report, under Article 13 of Schedule
E (Terms of reference – Member-level
Bodies 2020/21) in Part 3 of the
Council’s Constitution, which sets out
the matters that are referred to the
Highways Committee to advise and
comment on, and authorises the
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Finance and
other resources

Equalities

Climate
Change

Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and
Skills, in consultation with the Chief
Executive, Leader of the Council and
relevant Cabinet Member, to determine
in each individual case whether a matter
should be considered by the Highways
Committee.
The Highways Committee is requested
to note the information, review and
provide any comments on the proposed
(local) road resurfacing schemes
programme for 2021/22, as outlined in,
and appended to, this report.
The total cost of the proposed work is
£1.070m which will be funded from the
Highways Maintenance revenue budget.

Sue Rock
Accountancy
Business
Change
Manager
21/05/2021

Officers have also developed a list of six
schemes for delivery to the value of
£1.2m for the Boroughs principal roads.
A funding decision from TFL has not yet
been confirmed, although indications are
that at worse case the funding granted
would be 50% of the total bid (£600k).
TfL will confirm the funding through the
normal channels in due course.
The decisions recommended through this Jack Carlisle,
paper have a remote or low relevance to 12 May 2021
the substance of the Equality Act. There
is no apparent equality impact on end
users.
The decisions recommended in the
Mario Lecordier
report have low direct impact on climate 25 May 2021
change or the Council’s current carbon
reductions commitments. The Council is
working closely with its contractor/s to
minimise the Carbon footprint in the use
of equipment, plant and material; road
surfacing technology and techniques are
developing and extreme weather events
are expected to become more frequent
which will affect durability; the Council
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Social Value

9

will keep up to date with the techniques
that will deliver lowest whole life cost in
maintaining the road network.
The Public Services (Social Value) Act
Jack Carlisle,
requires people who commission public
12 May 2021
services to think about how they can also
secure wider social, economic and
environmental benefits.
Contracts used to deliver the Councils
resurfacing work have been procured in
a way that secures a range of social value
to the Council and its residents.

Report Appendices
The following documents are to be published with and form part of the
report:
• Appendix A – Proposed Resurfacing Schemes 2021/22

101 Background Papers
None

Report Author:

Jack Carlisle
Highways Improvements Engineer
Tel: 020 8921 2773
Email: jack.carlisle@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Mark Hodgson
Head of Highways
Tel: 020 8921 2103
Email:mark.hodgson@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Chief Officer:

Pippa Hack,
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
Tel: 020 8921 5519
Email: pippa.hack@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Appendix A – Proposed Resurfacing Schemes 2021/22
Carriageway Reus rfacing Programme 2021 / 22
Ward

Road Name
P lums tea d
La keda le Roa d
P lums tea d
White Ha rt Roa d
E ltha m North
Berry Hill
E ltha m North
E a rls ha ll Roa d
E ltha m North
Ma uds la y Roa d
E ltha m North
Roches ter Wa y
E ltha m S outh
Ha lfwa y S treet
Coldha rbour a nd New E ltha m Willia m Ba refoot Drive
Coldha rbour a nd New E ltha m Dominic Drive
Middle P a rk a nd S utcliffe
S ibthorpe Roa d
E ltha m North
Dumbreck Roa d
E ltha m North
Glenda le Clos e
E ltha m North
Glenba rr Clos e
E ltha m North
Glenhea d Clos e
Cha rlton
Welling ton Ga rdens
S hooters Hill
Moordown
Glyndon
Leg horn Roa d
S hooters Hill
Thornhill Avenue
P lums tea d
P urrett Roa d
P lums tea d / Abbey Wood
Woodhurs t Roa d
Abbey Wood
Wilros e Cres cent
Tha mes mea d Mooring s
Ba ttery Roa d
Abbey Wood
Bos ta ll La ne
S hooters Hill
F la xton Roa d
Kidbrooke with Hornfa ir
Wis ha rt Roa d
Kidbrooke with Hornfa ir
Corelli Roa d

Parameters
F rom P lums tea d Hig h S treet to Brewery Roa d
F ull leng th
F ull leng th
Wes tmount Roa d to Cra ig ton Roa d
Lovela ce Green to Ars ena l Roa d
S ection by Crooks ton hous e number 671 to joint pa s t la s t hous e
F rom Avery Hill to boroug h Bounda ry by Overmea d
Grea t Ha rry Drive to White Hors e Hill
Bottom s ection by Moles croft
J us t before Hors a Roa d to Alnwick Roa d
F rom Glenes k Roa d to dea d end
F ull leng th
F ull leng th
F ull leng th
F ull leng th
Ankerdine Cres cent to Dona lds on Roa d + Condover Cres cent to Ankerdine Cres cent
F ull leng th
Anca s ter S treet to S wing a te La ne
Winn Common Roa d to S a unders Roa d
Bos ta ll Hill to Blithda le Roa d
F ull leng th
J unction with Wes tern Wa y a nd into Goldfinch Roa d
F rom Bos ta ll Hill to F us chia S treet
Ala ba ma Roa d to Timbercroft La ne
F ull leng th
F rom S hooters Hill Roa d to Holbourne Roa d

Res erve Roads
Tha mes mea d Mooring s
S hooters Hill
E ltha m S outh
Bla ckhea th Wes tcombe

Kelner Roa d
Dona lds on Roa d
Keig htleig h Drive
Va nbrug h Hill

F ull leng th
Ankerdine Cres cent to S hooters Hill Roa d
P a rking a rea to Avery Hill Roa d
F ull leng th
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