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Dulwich Village, College Road and Woodyard Lane Residents Association 
10 December 2020 

 
 
To: traffic.orders@southwark.gov.uk, 
 
cc: highways@southwark.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Dulwich Village, College Road and Woodyard Lane Residents 
Association, to formally object to the following Experimental Traffic Orders (“ETOs”): 
 

- The London Borough of Southwark (Prescribed Routes) (Calton Avenue and Dulwich 
Village) Experimental Traffic Order 2020 

 
- The London Borough of Southwark (Prescribed Routes) (Court Lane) Experimental 

Traffic Order 2020 
 
Our residents’ association covers residents living in Dulwich Village Ward on Dulwich 
Village (road, north and south), College Road (north of the A205) and Woodyard Lane. 
 
Our streets include a large number of residential houses as well as 3 schools and many walking 
and cycling children, plus many pedestrians walking to Dulwich Park and Dulwich Picture 
Gallery. 
 
We support Southwark’s previously stated aim of reducing through traffic and air pollution, 
while minimising inconvenience to local journeys. 
 
We objected to the ETOs prior to their implementation in discussion with our Ward 
Councillors and in our letter to the then Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport and the 
Climate Emergency.  We warned that these measures would funnel traffic down our streets, 
were not accompanied by proper monitoring, did not have the support of local residents and 
would prove divisive, unnecessary and unfair.   
 
We met with Councillors Rose and Burgess on 7 October, and as well as again reiterating these 
concerns, we proposed a detailed and viable alternative to the ETOs, as described below.  
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Objections 
 
Objection 1 - the ETOs do not conform to the requirement of the The Traffic 
Orders Procedure (Coronavirus) (Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 (the “Act”) 
 
Grounds for objection: 
 
In implementing the ETOs, Southwark used a new emergency procedure, as contained in the 
Traffic Orders Procedure (Coronavirus) (amendment) (England) regulations 2020 (Statutory 
Instrument No. 536), which is designed to enable the traffic authority to 'put in place measures 
urgently if they are necessary for purposes connected to coronavirus’. 
 
Government guidance issued in connection with that emergency procedure states that 'the 
traffic authority must be satisfied the temporary order should be made for purposes connected 
to coronavirus’, and further that 'There may be cases where planned works or schemes are 
being re-scheduled or brought forward as a result of the pandemic, for example, undertaking 
utility street works, repairing pot holes, implementing junction or road safety improvements 
during a time where traffic levels are lower. Bringing forward (or postponing) works that are 
required in any event is in itself unlikely to meet the test in regulation 18(1). An additional 
reason over and above timing is likely to be required for the order to fall within the meaning 
of “purposes connected to coronavirus”. In these cases, it is likely to be more appropriate to use 
the existing temporary order procedure.’ 
 
It is clear that prior to the pandemic, Southwark had a pre-existing plan to close the Dulwich 
Village junction in the manner that has now been effected by the ETOs, and this can be 
demonstrated by the fact that the closure, among other measures, was the subject of the OHS 
Phase 3 consultation earlier in the year.  It is also clear that Southwark has used the emergency 
procedure described above to implement this junction closure quickly and without proper 
consultation, notwithstanding that Southwark’s original rationale for closing the junction had 
nothing whatever to do with Covid-19.  Furthermore, of the 6 ‘rationales’ which Southwark 
has presented for closing the junction - these are detailed in Objection 2 below - only the 
second makes any reference to Covid-19, and even then entirely fails to explain how the ETOs 
will achieve the aim of ‘enabl[ing] social distancing around the approaches to the school and 
outside local businesses at Dulwich Village’.  The installation of permeable barriers on roads 
while leaving pavements and verges untouched does nothing to enable social 
distancing.  Southwark has failed to provide 'An additional reason over and above timing’ and 
has therefore failed to follow the applicable legislation in implementing these ETOs. 
 
The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, section 14(1), which is the legislation under which the 
ETOs have been made, states that 'the authority may by order restrict or prohibit temporarily 
the use of that road, or of any part of it, by vehicles, or vehicles of any class, or by pedestrians, 
to such extent and subject to such conditions or exceptions as they may consider 
necessary.’  This makes it clear that Southwark have the power to issue exceptions to the 
restrictions, and implies that Southwark should have made some consideration as to which 
exceptions were necessary.  Indeed, Southwark have implemented exceptions in the case of 
buses, coaches and taxis.  Southwark were made well aware, by us and by others, of the 
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implications of not implementing any exceptions for residents.  In Objection 4 below, we have 
set out the implications for our residents of Southwark’s decision not to issue permits to 
residents to allow them to pass through the Phase 2 restrictions which have been necessitated 
by the ETOs.  The legislation makes clear that Southwark could have issued such permits, and 
should have considered prior to implementing the ETOs whether they were necessary, as 
indeed they were and are. 
 
Further, the Act requires that the notice of the ETO must state ’the effect of the order, and, 
where applicable, the alternative route or routes available for traffic’.  Given that the ETOs 
close through roads to motor traffic, the notice should have specified the alternative routes 
open to such traffic, and it did not do this.  As well as being a breach of the requirements of 
the Act, this has two key implications.  Firstly, those living on the streets which traffic would 
be displaced to were not properly alerted to this, despite Southwark knowing that they would 
be receiving displacement traffic.  Secondly, it meant that no proper consideration was given 
to the Covid-19 implications, such as social distancing, which would arise on those streets 
which would act as alternative routes for available traffic, and would likely themselves become 
congested and crowded.  
 
Finally, it is clear that the Covid-19 pandemic will not continue indefinitely.  Southwark have 
never made any effort to explain why measures which they have attempted to characterise as 
‘necessary for purposes connected to coronavirus’ should have any life beyond the life of the 
pandemic. 
 
2 The ETO’s are unnecessary and disproportionate, and Southwark’s objectives could 
be achieved by less extreme measures 
 
Grounds for objection: 
 
Southwark provided the following rationale for the ETOs in Appendix 3 to the report ‘Covid-
19 Post lockdown highway schemes’: 
 

1. Very high number of pupils cross Calton Avenue and Court Lane i.e around 2500 
pedestrians, with narrow footways and children seen walking on the road due to 
congestion 

2. Measures will enable social distancing around the approaches to the school and outside 
local businesses at Dulwich Village 

3. Calton Avenue / Court Lane/ Dulwich Village junction has been identified as a safety 
hotspot by residents due to the high volume of traffic and conflicting movements at this 
5-arm junction 

4. Survey shows more pupils would like to cycle if streets have less traffic and is safer.  
This closure will encourage modal shift and reduce school run traffic 

5. Narrow refuge islands for existing staggered crossings. Closure will provide direct 
crossings 

6. Safer walking and cycling route to North Dulwich Station 
 
These concerns underpinning these points can be summarised as: 
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- the village junction is overloaded at peak/ school run times (and therefore unsafe for 
school children crossing) 

- there is excess school run traffic on Calton Avenue and Court Lane, which are roads 
used by large numbers of school children 

- the routes to North Dulwich Station (ie Dulwich Village road, north) need to be made 
safer for walking an cycling 

 
In our view the ETOs are disproportionate in dealing with these concerns; they can all be dealt 
with by a timed restriction on Calton Avenue rather than closure, as detailed below, and such 
a restriction would mean that the traffic displacement which our streets and others are currently 
subjected to would be removed.  In practice, traffic displacement caused by the closure has 
actually reduced the safety of walking and cycling to Dulwich North Station 
 
In materials prepared by Southwark in connection with the OHS consultation earlier this year, 
Southwark demonstrated that Dulwich Village (road) was already subject to substantially 
higher traffic flows than the average for similar roads in Southwark (2020 03 01 Phase 3 OHS 
Workshop Public Rev – page 8). 
 
The ETOs are effective 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and therefore target all motor traffic, 
not just peak time through traffic. 
 
The traffic displacement onto our streets, and others within and surrounding Dulwich, caused 
by these ETOs is therefore occurring 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.   
 
The ETOs have been in place for 5 months now and Southwark have not provided any 
evidence of ‘traffic evaporation’ or ‘modal shift’.  Anecdotal evidence from our residents is of 
significantly increased traffic, especially backing up Southbound on College Road and 
Northbound on Dulwich Village. 
 
The phase 2 restrictions which have been necessitated by this closure only partially mitigate 
the impact of the ETOs, because 

i) They only operate 5 hours a day during weekdays and not at all at weekends 
ii) They only target Northbound traffic, and therefore have no impact on the 

Southbound traffic which has been displaced onto our streets and other streets at all 
times 

 
In summary Southwark have acknowledged that Dulwich Village (road), in particular, is 
already carrying an excessive load of traffic – and then implemented measures which can only 
have the effect of increasing traffic on that road. 
 
Southwark’s objectives could be achieved by replacing the current ETOs with a Westbound 
restriction on Calton Avenue, after the junction with Court Lane but before the traffic light 
junction with Dulwich Village.  
 
In combination with the restrictions which have recently been implemented in Phase 2 (ie the 
timed restrictions on Dulwich Village, Burbage Road, Turney Road and Townley Road), this 
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restriction would ensure that the Dulwich Village junction is safe and not overloaded at peak 
times, as demonstrated in Appendix 1.   
 
Displacement of traffic would only occur during the restricted hours, and the division of 
Dulwich Village caused by the ETOs would be removed. 
 
The proposed Westbound restriction on Calton Avenue is exactly analagous to the one which 
has already been implemented on Townley Road. 
 
Southwark have stated the following in the ‘Streetspace – Project FAQ’, in answer to the 
question ‘Could a timed closure be introduced at the Calton Avenue/Dulwich Village 
junction?’: 
Currently it is not possible to adapt the traffic signals at this junction to synchronise as a timed 
closure. In particular, there is no permitted way to adapt the signals from Turney Road to 
indicate 'no ahead movement' on a timed basis. 
 
To be clear, our proposal is not for the traffic signals to be synchronised as a timed closure; 
rather, the restriction would be on Calton Avenue, after the junction with Court Lane but before 
the traffic light junction with Dulwich Village (exactly analogous to the situation on Townley 
Road), and drivers approaching from Calton Avenue or Court Lane who did not wish to pass 
through the restriction would have the opportunity to ‘escape’ down the other road before 
passing through the restriction and queuing at the lights.  Further, given that our proposed 
restriction is Westbound only, there is no need to adapt the signals from Turney Road to 
indicate a ‘no ahead movement’ on a timed basis; traffic will be free to travel from Turney to 
Calton Avenue at all times, though given the Eastbound restriction on Turney at the junction 
with Burbage Road, we expect that such traffic would be very limited during peak times (again, 
this is analogous to the Townley Road restriction, regarding traffic moving ahead through the 
lights on Green Dale to Townley Road). 
 
3 The ETOs are not supported by evidence from recent consultations 
 
Grounds for objection: 
 
In response to a question which we put to Councillor Rose at Southwark’s General Assembly 
on 25 November, it was stated that: 
 
‘The measures introduced in Dulwich were also based on the previous consultations 
undertaken over the past 18 months as part of Our Healthy Streets Dulwich, and initially 
included those measures that had a majority of local resident support’ 
 
Southwark published the results of the OHS Phase 2 consultation last year and these did not 
show a majority of local resident support for permeable road closures on Calton Avenue and 
Court Lane. 
 
Southwark has never published the results of the Our Healthy Streets Dulwich Phase 3 
consultation or confirmed which population is deemed to be ‘local residents’, or that such 
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population includes all those residents affected detrimentally by the changes, as well as those 
who would benefit.   
 
Nevertheless, the measures which have been implemented differ in material respects from 
those which were proposed during the OHS Phase 3 consultation, and therefore the results of 
that consultation cannot be used to support the ETOs. 
 
For instance, the OHS Phase 3 consultation stated that residents would receive a permit to pass 
through the restrictions which would be required to mitigate the traffic displacement from the 
measures now implemented by the ETOs. 
 
If residents had been consulted on the basis that they would not receive such permits, the 
results of the consultation would have been very different. 
 
Furthermore, at the time of the OHS Phase 3 consultation, our residents’ association made a 
detailed submission to Southwark, dated 15 March 2020, which made a number of suggestions 
with with which Southwark has never engaged. 
 
Our submission included two key elements: 
 
Firstly, we called on Southwark to re-consider the proposal to close the Village junction: 
 
‘It is clear from the proposals put forward as part of the Healthy Streets scheme that there is 
a range of tools which can be employed around the Village to discourage through traffic, 
including the innovative use of permit-access restrictions. 
 
We feel it should be possible to deploy these tools to reduce through traffic to a level where 
the junction is once again viable and the goals of the scheme are realised, without the need to 
close the junction itself.  In phase 2 of the consultation, a wide range of options for this junction 
were suggested by Southwark, including ‘camera access filter’; we think that Southwark 
should revisit these options rather than implementing the most drastic option of closing the 
junction.’ 
 
Secondly, we reported that our residents had unanimously agreed upon a resolution (detailed 
in Appendix 3) which called upon Southwark to take a number of reasonable steps to protect 
our residents from harm, including: 
 

3. Proceed with the scheme in its current form only if the traffic modelling which is performed in due 
course shows, on a statistically valid, like-for-like basis:  

a) at least a significant (10%+) reduction in ‘net’ (northbound plus southbound) weekday traffic (both 
24hr and AM/PM peak time) on each of Our Roads; AND 

b) no material (5%+) increase in southbound weekday traffic (24hr OR AM/PM peak time) on any of 
Our Roads; AND 

c) a material projected decrease in pollution on each of Our Roads, at a minimum to within applicable 
legal limits 

 
4. Work with our Committee to agree targets for traffic levels and air pollution for after the scheme is 

implemented, in line with those set out in clause 3) above, which will then be monitored by 
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Southwark, who should undertake to implement appropriate mitigation measures if the targets 
have not been met, to ensure that the targets are then met within one year of the scheme’s 
implementation 

 
Regarding resolution 3 above, as far as we are aware, Southwark did not perform any traffic 
or pollution modelling prior to implementing the current measures. 
 
Regarding resolution 4 above, as far as we are aware, Southwark is performing only limited 
traffic flow monitoring on our streets and is not monitoring air pollution.  Southwark have 
never responded to our request that they work with our Committee to agree targets. 
 
Having ignored or failed to engage with our response to the OHS consultation, we do not think 
it appropriate that Southwark can use that consultation as support for the ETOs. 
 
 
4 The ETO’s have led to a situation where residents no longer have reasonable access to 
or from their properties 
 
Grounds for objection: 
 
As anticipated by our Ward Councillors in their comments on the ETOs in Appendix 3 to the 
report ‘Covid-19 Post lockdown highway schemes’, the ETOs have caused traffic to be 
diverted down Dulwich Village (north and south) as well as Burbage Road and Turney Road.   
 
This has necessitated the implementation of timed access restrictions on Dulwich Village, 
Burbage Road and Turney Road. 
 
Southwark have decided not to offer permits to residents, even though this was an integral part 
of proposals under the ‘Our Healthy Streets’ consultation, the unpublished results of which 
Southwark have used to justify the implementation of the ETOs. 
 
This has led to a situation where residents living on our streets no longer, during the restricted 
hours 

- have reasonable access to their homes, in the case of residents living north of the 
restrictions, or  

- have reasonable access to public roads immediately adjacent to their homes, in the case 
of residents living south of the restrictions 

 
Our Ward Councillors have assured residents that ‘access is maintained at all times via 
Southbound travel’.   
 
However, given the location of the restrictions and the layout of the Dulwich area, the 
restrictions require residents to make very lengthy and circular diversions to reach their homes 
‘via Southbound travel’.  These routes are clogged with traffic which has been displaced by 
the ETOs and the restrictions. 
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We have included as Appendix 3, testimony from 8 residents as to the detrimental effect this 
is having on their lives.  This includes reports of 40 minute or more detours necessitated by 
the restrictions. 
 
It is simply not possible for Southwark to claim that residents have retained reasonable access 
to their homes. 
 
5 Southwark is not gathering valid air quality data to analyse the impact of the ETOs on 
our streets 
 
Grounds for objection: 
 
As far as we are aware, there is no baseline air quality data for our streets. 
 
Southwark state in their ‘Dulwich Streetspace FAQ July 2020’ that: 
Air quality data will not be part of the monitoring process as it is not possible to solely filter 
out the traffic contribution to poor air quality. We will be using change to traffic levels as a 
proxy for the air pollution contribution by motor traffic. 
 
This methodology is completely inappropriate for measuring the impact on our streets.   
 
In simple terms, the ETOs have cause Northbound and Southbound traffic to be funnelled 
down our streets (note 1).   
 
At both ends – North, on Dulwich Village at the junction with East Dulwich Grove, and South, 
on College Road at the junction with the A205, traffic flows are limited by traffic lights.   
 
Therefore the traffic backs up, creating long standing traffic jams.  Once the traffic backs up 
beyond a certain level, it attempts to divert – for instance down Burbage Road.   
 
The traffic flows on our streets will therefore be limited by the timing of the traffic lights; the 
air pollution will, however, increase if cars are idling for long periods. 
 
Therefore, in the case of our streets, changes in traffic levels are a completely unsuitable proxy 
for the air pollution contribution by motor traffic. 
 
Southwark are not implementing any satisfactory measures to ensure that the ETOs do not 
harm our residents by worsening the air quality on our streets. 
 
 
Regards 
 
 
 
Clive Rates 
Chair, Dulwich Village, College Road and Woodyard Lane Residents Association 
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Note 1: in simple terms, substantial amounts of traffic which previously used Calton Avenue 
and Court Lane as through routes is now diverted via Dulwich Village and/ or College Road 
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Appendix 1 
 
Implications of our proposed alternative to the ETOs (a Westbound restriction on 
Calton Avenue)  - on the traffic flows across the Village junction at peak times 

 
 
This demonstrates that if our proposal were implemented, overall traffic flow across the 
junction at peak times would remain a fraction of those existing prior to any measures, and 
the junction would thus be safe for crossing and not overloaded. 
 
  

The chart shows the number of journeys across each of the 20 possible ‘routes across the junction’ at peak times on 
one weekday prior to the current measures/ Covid (see details below), ordered from the ‘busiest’ route (DV south to 
DV north) to the ‘least busy’ route (Court Lane to Calton Avenue)

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Court Lane to Calton
Calton to Court Lane

DV south to Turney
DV north to Calton

Turney to DV south
Calton to DV north
DV north to Turney
Turney to DV north

Court Lane to DV south
Court Lane to Turney

Court Lane to DV north
Calton to Turney

DV south to Court Lane
Turney to Calton

DV north to Court Lane
Turney to Court Lane

DV south to Calton
Calton to DV south

DV north to DV south
DV south to DV north

(1)

- Each table shows the sum of AM and PM traffic flows across the junction in each indicated from/ to direction; we have included ‘general traffic’ only ie not buses or cycles
- Data is sourced from Southwark as published during the OHS consultation (see below)
- Data collected 15/11/2018 (a Thursday, during term time, pre-Covid)
- All values are in ‘Passenger Car Units’ (motorcyle=0.4, car or light van =1, coach=2 etc.)
- AM peak defined as 0730 to 0830; PM peak defined as 1600 to 1700

(1) In practice Dulwich Village North is likely to see 
additional southbound traffic displaced from Calton

These routes (white bar) are closed to through 
traffic under the currently implemented 
measures and would remain closed if our 
proposal was implemented

These routes (grey bar) would be 
opened up if our proposal was 
implemented (they are not open under 
the currently implemented measures)

These routes (black bar) are open under 
the currently implemented measures 
and would remain open if our proposal 
was implemented
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Appendix 2 
 
Healthy Streets motion unanimously approved by our Residents’ Association on 9 March 2020 
 
We, the Dulwich Village, College Road and Woodyard Lane Residents Association, fully support the aims 
of Southwark’s Health Streets Scheme for Dulwich, in particular the goal of reducing through traffic and air 
pollution and encouraging walking and cycling.  However, we are concerned about through traffic and 
pollution levels on Dulwich Village (road, comprising the roads Dulwich Village North and Dulwich 
Village South, meeting at the junction with Turney Road), and College Road (College Road in this case is 
the part of the road north of Dulwich Common; together with Dulwich Village North and Dulwich Village 
South, “Our Roads”) after the Healthy Streets scheme is implemented, in particular arising from southbound 
through traffic which will be unrestricted at all times including peak times.  We feel that Our Streets, which 
include large numbers of residents, three schools and many walking and cycling schoolchildren as well as 
pedestrians walking to Dulwich Park and Dulwich Picture Gallery, should also benefit from the goals of the 
Healthy Streets scheme, in particular the reduction of through traffic and air pollution.  We therefore call 
upon Southwark to: 
 

5. Include in the scheme design any additional modifications which are possible and which would have 
the effect of reducing through traffic, particularly southbound through traffic, along Our Roads 
(subject to consultation with our residents association over specific modifications) 

 
6. Not agree to any other modifications or additions to any other parts of the scheme which would or 

could have the effect of increasing through traffic on any of Our Roads 
 

7. Proceed with the scheme in its current form only if the traffic modelling which is performed in due 
course shows, on a statistically valid, like-for-like basis:  

a) at least a significant (10%+) reduction in ‘net’ (northbound plus southbound) weekday traffic (both 
24hr and AM/PM peak time) on each of Our Roads; AND 

b) no material (5%+) increase in southbound weekday traffic (24hr OR AM/PM peak time) on any of 
Our Roads; AND 

c) a material projected decrease in pollution on each of Our Roads, at a minimum to within applicable 
legal limits 

 
8. Work with our Committee to agree targets for traffic levels and air pollution for after the scheme is 

implemented, in line with those set out in clause 3) above, which will then be monitored by 
Southwark, who should undertake to implement appropriate mitigation measures if the targets 
have not been met, to ensure that the targets are then met within one year of the scheme’s 
implementation 
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Appendix 3 
 
Impact of the Dulwich Village restrictions – 8 residents’ testimonies from members of DVRA 
 
Resident 1  
We have lived here for many years, it is our family home. 
My brother who lives with us has a very serious condition and needs carers and constant 
access to medical help as he has fits 24/7.  We are in a very difficult situation because 
medical help is being held up by displaced traffic, and we suffer the same getting him 
anywhere. 
My elderly mother has to go to physio three times a week before she starts her work; given 
her age and the location of her physio, it is not possible for her to walk or cycle.  She has to 
negotiate a huge traffic jam detour to get to the physio. 
We feel that the situation is so urgent and dangerous, in particular for my brother, that we 
are considering leaving our family home. 
 
Resident 2  
I do child care for grandchildren aged four and one year old who live in West Dulwich. They 
come to our house because their parents are working from home, and largely will be for the 
foreseeable future, and I need to have access for them to our house during the closed hours. 
I have tried using the perimeter route via Herne Hill, with the result that I have spent 45 
minutes sitting in pollution, eventually with two crying children and me in tears. 
I also have to do the morning school run via West Dulwich and College Road every day (am 
too old and child is too young to walk/cycle) and am now unable to re-enter my house until 
10am, just a few yards from the camera! I tried the afternoon return journey once and it 
took 50 minutes, it is just not possible. 
 
Resident 3 
I have taken 45 minutes to get from the roundabout to the lights at North Dulwich because 
of back up traffic, and inability to turn right at Calton Avenue/ Court Lane.  These closures 
should at least be intermittent and allow traffic through for the majority of the day rather 
than pushing all through traffic on to the South Circular, Lordship Lane and Croxted Road.  
Journeys which previously took 20-30 minutes now take up to 90 minutes.  The queues 
outside the residents' houses have added to the air pollution.  No one appears to have 
considered the needs of the older residents who are unable to 'use a bicycle or walk' - the 
response given when concern is raised.   
The letter from the council issued 5th November never mentioned the price of the fine.  We 
have effectively been forced to stay at home during these hours or else undertake long 
circuitous trips to avoid a fine - adding to pollution that the council are hoping to reduce.  I 
am unable to receive visits from family members, undertake child care duties, receive 
deliveries or undertake other important appointments (doctors) for which I am not able to 
reach on foot, during these hours. 
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Resident 4 
It’s very difficult to get appointments at our surgery so you can’t ‘choose’ when to go and, 
working people try to go first or last thing when the restrictions are enforced. Our surgery is 
too far for us to walk or bike to. We would normally turn into Burbage Road from the Village 
Roundabout.  
We’re still experiencing bad traffic here before the traffic lights onto the South Circular since 
the various closures as of course, everyone can still drive south through the village and 
everyone is forced to come this main way with all the side routes now cut off.  
The South Circular has now become even slower and more congested. This, combined with 
the increased volume of traffic driving south at the end of the day through the Village and 
College Road means that many times we can’t get in or out of our drive. 
The part of College Road near where the school children are dropped off, we have cars, vans 
and buses spewing out exhaust fumes for about 4 hours a day because of the congestion. 
We’d love to get these fumes measured near here certainly when it’s not lockdown as I’m 
sure they are way beyond allowable levels for the 4 hours (rush hour x 2) that we suffer 
stationary cars with engines on every week day.  
The ability to drive north through our own village, on our own road, rather than being forced 
to turn south onto the A205 would help us conduct regular lives. It’s unacceptable that this 
all hasn’t been thought through.  
 
Resident 5  
My husband needed a scan at Kings which is only done on certain days of the week and with 
elements in a particular time sequence - so no negotiation. 
To be at Kings for 9am required leaving well before 7.45am to be sure to clear the 
restrictions by 8am, the alternative being an even earlier start to go all the way round via the 
A205 and Lordship Lane. 
It is only a short 10 minutes or so journey afterwards and then 40 minutes or so spent 
stiffening up sitting in the car as waiting is discouraged in the hospital. 
Public transport requires changing buses, so waiting at 2 bus stops with other people often 
with no seating provided and carries too high a risk as the outcomes for people with his 
chronic progressive neurological condition who get Covid 19 are very poor. 
 
Resident 6  
We live near the roundabout, north of the mounted camera. 
Whilst I could (and happily would) cycle with my 8 year old to school, I cannot safely get my 
toddler twins to cycle to their school which is some miles away.  
When they are a bit bigger, they can go on the school bus, but that is not yet the case. Right 
now, I'm dependent on our hybrid/electric car.  I cannot return directly to my home due to 
the restrictions, which requires a detour turning the final short drive from the roundabout to 
my house into a 20-25 minute drive through already congested roads. 
 
Resident 7  
I am nearly 70 years old and have intermittent back problems so I do not cycle.  If I need to 
get anywhere north of my house during the restricted hours I have to drive south and round 
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the South Circular which is a busy trunk road.  Such journeys add up to 200 percent travelling 
distance and even more time to my journeys.  If I need to go one mile north I now need to 
drive round a three mile circuit to get to the same destination.  This greatly increases fuel 
consumption and pollution.  It also includes the journey to visit my grandchildren. 
During the time of restrictions the South Circular, which as I say is a major trunk road, is full 
of very slow moving traffic in both directions, so these restrictions can easily add half an 
hour to what was previously a fifteen minute journey. 
 
Resident 8  
There are times, for instance, a hospital appointment at a time, over which one has no 
control, when the restrictions are in force may make such a journey unavoidable. So even 
the elderly can be affected even when they do their best not to use their cars unnecessarily. 
We would try to make it by bus and on foot but that may not always be possible. 
To get to Kings's College Hospital by car for us from College Road without incurring the 
restriction charge would involve driving north to the South Circular, east to Lorship Lane and 
then south past East Dulwich Station and on up Dog Kennel Hill to the hospital instead of 
what would otherwise be a simple and direct journey north up College Road and onwards. 
The journey would be I would estimate at least twice the distance and take at least twice as 
long. 
 


