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Executive summary 
We consulted on proposals for Cycle Superhighway Route 11 between Swiss 
Cottage and the West End from 8 February to 20 March 2016.  

The consultation asked for feedback on the proposals from residents, businesses, 
employers, transport users and other relevant stakeholders. We publicised the 
consultation using leaflets distributed across a wide area, targeted email campaigns 
and via news stories in regional and local media.  

We received 6,270 responses to our consultation, of which 60% supported or 
partially supported our proposals. 37% did not support them, while 3% said they 
were not sure or did not give an opinion.*  

This report provides a representative summary of the responses to consultation that 
respondents brought to our attention. It also describes the consultation process. 

No decision has been taken as to whether to proceed with CS11. We will continue to 
give proper consideration to the full range of issues that were brought to our 
attention through this consultation process and announce our decision later in 2016. 

Summary of issues raised during consultation 
Below is a summary of some of the more prominent issues raised during 
consultation. Our detailed analysis of responses is included as Appendix A. 

• Concern about the potential impact of our proposals on motor traffic,
particularly congestion, with associated negative impacts on journey times
and air pollution. The removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory system was of
particular concern

• Concerns over raised junctions in the Outer Circle of The Regent’s Park, seen
as dangerous to cycling, particularly if heritage materials are used

• Support for the principle of improved cycling provision in general, the London-
wide Cycle Superhighways programme, and CS11 in particular, with calls to
extend the scheme north of Swiss Cottage and for more segregation

• Concern about the impact on motorists of the peak-hour closures of The
Regent’s Park’s gates; closure of the junction of Queen’s Grove and Avenue
Road to motor traffic; and new cycling provision in Portland Place

*These percentages are based on responses to a closed question asking people to state their level of
support, and, where this closed question had not been answered, on our analysts’ interpretation of
each respondent’s level of support as indicated by their detailed comments on the proposals. The
results without including the interpreted responses are: Support 57%, Partial support 7%, Did not
support 34%, Not sure 1%, No opinion <1%. For more information, go to Chapter 4.
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• Concerns about negative impacts on motor traffic affecting groups said to be
more reliant on motor transport than the general population, such as parents
and children affected by ‘school runs’; elderly people; disabled people;
business owners; and emergency services

• Concerns over the impacts of other developments in this area, for example
HS2, and the extent to which these had been factored into plans for CS11

• Support for the four gate closures in The Regent’s Park, benefiting commuter,
leisure and sports cycling, as well as general park users, including
pedestrians

• Our plans for Park Crescent and Portland Place included two potential
options: Option A included mandatory cycle lanes and Option B included
segregated cycle lanes. There was support for Option B’s improved cycle
provision in Portland Place, with calls for protected lanes to be extended
along Park Crescent

• Concerns over banned turns, such as College Crescent and Hilgrove Road,
making motor traffic journeys longer, potentially displacing traffic (including
HGVs) onto nearby minor roads

• Comments expressing a view on the quality of consultation process, such as
dissatisfaction with the consultation publicity; concerns about traffic modelling;
calls for more information on the scheme’s benefits ; dissatisfaction with the
timing, either consulting too late or too early, or for too short a time for a
complex set of proposals

Responses from stakeholders 
We received 110 responses from stakeholders, who comprised politicians, statutory 
bodies, employers, trade organisations, residents’ associations, developers, 
campaign groups, disability groups, sporting and leisure amenities, and more.  

We have summarised the issues raised by these stakeholders in Section 4.21. 

Petitions and campaigns 
Four petitions were submitted to the consultation and there were six separate forms 
of campaign response. We have summarised the top three of each below. For 
details of all petitions and campaigns, including how they were included in our 
analysis, go to Section 4.22.  

• A petition of 3,873 names from the Stop CS11 campaign argued that the
scheme would cause “total gridlock”, was “deliberately designed to cause
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maximum road congestion” and would destroy “some of the nicest, greenest 
areas of London” 

• Petition of 258 names from St John’s Wood retailers and others, objecting to
CS11 and supporting the Stop CS11 petition

• Petition of 59 names supporting CS11 in principle, but objecting to the
proposed raised junctions in The Regent’s Park on the grounds they would
cause danger to cyclists and pedestrians

During analysis we identified six separate types of campaign response, on the basis 
that they were each made up of identical or very similar text, which is a common 
occurrence during public consultations. If it was made clear which campaign group 
or organisation was responsible for these responses we have included this 
information in our summary. In some instances there was no information to explain 
who was responsible for a campaign or petition. All campaign responses were 
included in our analysis and are referred to in different sections of this report. Three 
campaigns generated over 100 responses each: 

• 421 submissions supported CS11 fully with the exception of the proposed
raised tables in The Regent’s Park

• 205 submissions from The Regent’s Park Cyclists supporting CS11 overall,
but objecting to use of raised junctions.

• 120 London Cycling Campaign (LCC) submissions supported the overall
scheme but called for changes such as wider cycle lanes/tracks, 20mph
speed limits and safer junctions for cycling

Conclusion and next steps 
We are currently reviewing the proposals in light of the consultation responses, in 
order to determine the best way forward. We will also continue to discuss the 
potential impacts of the proposals with key stakeholders. We plan to publish our 
response to the issues raised during consultation, as well as a decision on how to 
proceed later in 2016. 
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1. About the proposals

1.1 Introduction 

We have been working closely with key stakeholders – including the London 
Borough of Camden, Westminster City Council and The Royal Parks – to develop 
proposals for a major new cycle route. Cycle Superhighway 11 (CS11) would provide 
a direct and continuous cycling route between Swiss Cottage and the West End. 

Cycling is now a major mode of transport in London. In 2014, 645,000 journeys a 
day were made by bike, a 10 per cent increase from 2013. Cycling during the 
morning rush hour in London has more than trebled since 2000 (source: Travel in 
London Report 8). The proposals for CS11 have been designed to improve cycling 
safety and reduce conflict between motor vehicles and cyclists. 

As part of the network of Cycle Superhighways across London, CS11 would improve 
conditions for existing cyclists and help make cycling attractive to more people. Our 
proposals included significant changes to existing road layouts and junctions to 
make them safer and more convenient for cyclists and pedestrians, taking into 
account local conditions and other demands. 

Our consultation set out our proposals for the route from Swiss Cottage southwards: 
along Avenue Road, the Outer Circle of The Regent’s Park, Park Crescent, Portland 
Place, and ending at the junction with New Cavendish Street where it would link in 
with the planned Central London Grid. 

There is an aspiration to extend CS11 further north, to provide high-quality cycling 
provision between North-West London and the city centre. However, no proposals 
for the route north of Swiss Cottage have yet been put forward but if they were we 
would consult on them in the usual manner. 

1.2 Purpose 

Our proposals would deliver improvements to cycling facilities and conditions by 
providing cycle lanes and tracks wherever feasible, and providing areas with low 
volumes of motor traffic elsewhere. Many junctions would be improved, with new 
traffic signals, better pedestrian crossings and upgraded cycling provision.  

Our proposals are designed to make Swiss Cottage a better place to live and work, 
while also making it easier and safer for people to move through the area. The 
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one-way system would be removed, with only buses and cyclists allowed to use the 
section of Avenue Road between Finchley Road and Adelaide Road. 

We have been working closely with The Royal Parks, and our proposals have been 
designed to make cycling and walking around the Outer Circle in The Regent’s Park 
a more pleasant experience; improving the safety and tranquility of the park by 
removing through motor traffic at peak times.  

1.3 Detailed description 
We published detailed proposals on our website at tfl.gov.uk/cs11. We provided an 
overview of the scheme, along with appropriate maps and computer-generated 
artists’ impressions. Due to the length of the scheme, we divided the route up into six 
sections, each with their own explanations and maps. We asked for feedback on the 
overall scheme, and on each section. We have described the proposals we 
consulted on below. 

1.3.1 Section 1: Swiss Cottage 

Below is a summary of our proposals affecting Swiss Cottage, as set out in our 
consultation materials for Section 1: Swiss Cottage. You can view the full materials 
online with maps and images at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/bcc8ecd4.  

We want to make Swiss Cottage a better place to live and work, whilst also making it 
easier and safer for people to move through the area. 

We are proposing to reduce the dominance of motor traffic by: 

• Making the section of Finchley Road and Adelaide Road around the
current one-way system two-way

• Removing general traffic from the section of Avenue Road through Swiss
Cottage and introducing segregated cycle tracks in both directions. Buses
would continue to serve Avenue Road in a southbound direction, and
access to the underground car park on the west side of Avenue Road
would be maintained

• Creating the opportunity for a rejuvenated public space and a new
avenue of trees along Avenue Road (ground conditions permitting)

• Improving the pedestrian crossings at the three main junctions

Removing the one-way system would require the loss of six mature trees where 
existing traffic islands have to be removed. However, our aim is to plant at least 
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twice as many new trees at Swiss Cottage, subject to ground conditions. Some 
changes to parking and loading would also be required, with an overall reduction in 
the availability of parking and loading. 

Proposed traffic restrictions 

To create improved crossing facilities and ensure traffic continues to flow as 
smoothly as possible, we are proposing that the left turn into College Crescent from 
Finchley Road and the right turn into Finchley Road from College Crescent are 
banned. We are also proposing to ban the right turn from Finchley Road into 
Hilgrove Road. This would allow us to ensure these junctions operate as efficiently 
as possible, minimising the delay to traffic and buses. 

Changes to bus routes serving Swiss Cottage 

Removing the one-way system would mean some changes to the way buses serve 
Swiss Cottage. 

Routes 13, 82, 113 and 187: No changes are proposed. Buses will continue to 
serve stops D or E on Avenue Road southbound and stop L on Finchley Road 
northbound. 

Route 31: Buses would serve Adelaide Road in both directions. Buses towards 
White City would continue to go along Adelaide Road, Finchley Road and Fairfax 
Road. Buses towards Camden would be rerouted to go along Hilgrove Road and 
Adelaide Road, serving a new bus stop near to Swiss Cottage Library on Adelaide 
Road. 

Route 46: Buses towards St Bartholomew’s Hospital would no longer serve stop M 
on Finchley Road, which would be removed. Buses would continue to serve stop F 
on College Crescent. 

Route 268: Buses would be rerouted to go along Avenue Road through Swiss 
Cottage in both directions. This would avoid the proposed banned turn between 
Finchley Road and College Crescent, introducing an extra stop for passengers 
outside Swiss Cottage station and library. Towards Golders Green, buses would go 
from Finchley Road along Avenue Road, Adelaide Road and Finchley Road to 
College Crescent. Towards the O2 Centre, buses would go from College Crescent 
along Avenue Road, Adelaide Road and Finchley Road. 

Route 603: Buses towards Muswell Hill would no longer serve stop N on Finchley 
Road, which would be removed. Buses would continue to serve stop F on College 
Crescent and stop D on Avenue Road. 

Route C11: Buses towards Brent Cross Shopping Centre would continue to serve 
stop L on Finchley Road. Buses towards Archway would serve a new stop on 
Adelaide Road near to Swiss Cottage library instead of stop E on Avenue Road. 
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Bus stops: Stops M and N on Finchley Road (currently used by the 46 and the 603) 
would be removed. Stop K on Hilgrove Road would be relocated further west 
creating more space for general traffic to pass. A new bus stop would be provided on 
Adelaide Road outside Swiss Cottage library for the 31. 

Bus journey times: Our traffic modelling shows that some bus journey times may 
be longer, particularly the C11 and the 31 along Adelaide Road. Journey times on 
the 268 are also likely to increase as this route would serve Avenue Road towards 
Golders Green. Some bus journey times are expected to improve, with journey time 
savings likely on the 113, 13 and 82 at certain times of day. Other bus journey times 
would stay broadly the same. 

We are looking at the bus routes most affected by our proposals, to see if other 
changes elsewhere along the routes can help to address these journey time impacts. 
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Artist's impression looking north on to Avenue Road, north of Adelaide Road, 
showing the proposed bus and cycle-only lanes and improvements to public realm 

1.3.2 Sections 2 & 3: Avenue Road (south of Swiss Cottage) 

Below are the main points as set out in our consultation materials for Section 2 and 
3: Avenue Road between Adelaide Road and Outer Circle. You can view the full 
materials online at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/89a6aaa9 and 
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/4ef95106 with original maps and images. 

CS11 would make Avenue Road south of Swiss Cottage a much quieter and more 
pleasant environment to cycle, walk and live. Our proposals for Swiss Cottage and 
The Regent’s Park are likely to lead to a significant drop in the amount of traffic using 
Avenue Road. 

We would provide a continuous 1.5 metre mandatory cycle lane on both sides of 
Avenue Road. Queen’s Grove at its junction with Avenue Road would be closed to 
all traffic except cyclists in order to improve safety and prevent it being used as a 
through route by motor vehicles.  

There would be some changes to parking and loading restrictions, with single yellow 
lines converted to double yellow lines throughout and a reduction in residents’ 
parking at the northern end of Avenue Road. 

Please note that proposals on Avenue Road south of Norfolk Road are subject to 
further discussions with Westminster City Council. 

1.3.3 Section 4: The Regent’s Park 

Below are the main points as set out in our consultation materials for Section 4 in 
The Regent’s Park. You can view the full materials online with original maps and 
images at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/d1448b34.  

We want to make cycling and walking around the Outer Circle a more pleasant 
experience and improve the safety and tranquillity of the park. We are also proposing 
improvements to pedestrian crossings around the Outer Circle. 

Our surveys show that the Outer Circle of The Regent’s Park is used by many 
vehicles as a through route rather than for visiting the park. Traffic speeds often 
exceed the current limit and there is a higher than average collision rate.  

We have worked with The Royal Parks to find ways of reducing the volume and 
speed of traffic in the park and we are seeking views on a range of options as part of 
this consultation. 

Access for motor traffic through some of the gates into the park could be restricted 
using removable bollards in order to make the Outer Circle less likely to be used as a 
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through route. Visitors and residents would still be able to access the Outer Circle by 
motor vehicle through other open gates. Key junctions could be redesigned to 
improve pedestrian and cycle facilities, helping to improve safety for all road users. 

Extra signage could be put in place to remind drivers of the speed limit or speed 
camera enforcement could be used to manage vehicle speeds. 

1.3.4 Section 5: Park Square West/East and Marylebone Road 

Below are the main points as set out in our consultation materials for Section 5 
immediately south of The Regent’s Park. You can view full materials online with 
original maps and images at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/236252e4.  

CS11 would enable cyclists to cross Marylebone Road more safely, using either the 
eastern or western sides of Park Square and Park Crescent. These junctions would 
be redesigned to reduce potential conflict between different road users with a 
separate signal provided for cyclists on Park Crescent (west). 

To reduce conflict between cyclists and turning vehicles and to make the junctions 
work more efficiently, some traffic movements would be banned. Westbound motor 
traffic would need to use the western arm of Park Crescent, with eastbound motor 
traffic using the eastern arm. Advanced Stop Lines would be provided for cyclists on 
all arms of both junctions, except where separate signals are provided. 

1.3.5 Section 6: Park Crescent and Portland Place 

Below are the main points as set out in our consultation materials for Section 6 along 
the southern section of Portland Place. You can view full materials online with 
original maps and images at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/686b8806.  

CS11 would continue along Park Crescent and Portland Place to New Cavendish 
Street. We are asking for feedback on two options for Park Crescent and Portland 
Place. 

We will use the results of this consultation to help us decide which option to proceed 
with and undertake detailed traffic modelling analysis on. A further consultation 
would then be carried out at a later date once more information on the impact of the 
preferred option is available. 

Please note that proposals on Park Crescent and Portland Place are subject to 
further discussions with Westminster City Council 

Option A: Advisory cycle lanes 

We would introduce a 2 metre advisory cycle lane northbound on Park Crescent 
(west) and southbound on Park Crescent (east). The cycle lane would be located 
next to the existing parking bays. 
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We would provide a 2 metre wide advisory cycle lane in both directions on Portland 
Place. This would be separated from the existing parking bays by a minimum 0.5 
metre buffer to reduce the risk of door strikes. Advanced Stop Lines would be 
provided for cyclists at junctions, and cyclists would move through the junctions with 
motor traffic. Left turning motor traffic would need to cross the cycle lane on the 
approach to junctions. Unsignalised pedestrian crossings would be signalised 
wherever possible, and there would be no loss of parking. 

Option B: Segregated cycle tracks on Portland Place 

We would introduce a 2 metre wide advisory cycle lane northbound on Park 
Crescent (west) and southbound on Park Crescent (east), as for option A. The cycle 
lane would be located next to the existing parking bays.  

We would introduce a 1.5 metre wide cycle lane between the footway and the 
parking bays on Portland Place by moving the parking bays further away from the 
kerb. A 1 metre buffer would separate the cycle lane from the parking to minimise 
the risk of door strikes. Cyclists travelling north or south would be given a separate 
signal at junctions where required to avoid conflict with other vehicles. Unsignalised 
pedestrian crossings would be signalised wherever possible and there would be no 
loss of parking. 

1.3.6 What impacts would our proposals have on motor traffic flow? 

We provided detailed information on the predicted motor traffic impacts, based on 
traffic modelling carried out on the proposed road layout changes. Full information 
provided can be found at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/cycling/a28a8a05, including 
more information on bus journey times, pedestrian wait times, and predicted traffic 
reassignment. We have also reproduced below information we provided on parking 
and loading, and impacts on businesses and deliveries. 

Detailed traffic modelling has been carried out to assess the potential impacts to 
traffic along the route and on the surrounding roads. This helps to inform our 
proposals – such as banning turns or changing the sequence of traffic signals. 

Our traffic modelling shows that these proposals would mean that journey times 
would change for general traffic and some bus routes. Some journeys would be 
expected to improve at certain times of day, particularly southbound traffic during the 
morning peak. Others would be expected to be longer at certain times of day, 
particularly around Swiss Cottage. The changes to the road layout and to park 
access may mean that some traffic may take a different route to get to its 
destination. Some local roads are likely to see an increase in traffic because of these 
proposals, while other borough roads will see a reduction in traffic volumes. 

We are taking a number of steps to ensure that the changes made along the route 
are balanced. TfL is investing in advanced traffic signal technology to allow us to 
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better manage traffic depending on differing conditions at any given time, and we are 
working to improve road user information so people can make informed journey 
choices before they travel. 

Parking and loading 

Although we have designed our proposals to minimise the impact on parking and 
loading, we would need to relocate or remove existing kerbside parking and loading 
to make space for the cycle route. Some loading provision would also operate for 
less time. In particular our proposals at Swiss Cottage would mean that Avenue 
Road becomes bus and cycle only. On Finchley Road we propose changes to the 
eastern side near to the cinema, and to the western side near to Harben Parade. 

Businesses, servicing and deliveries 

We are committed to working with businesses and freight operators to minimise the 
impact of these proposals on their operations. If your home or workplace is on or 
near the proposed route, or if you deliver, collect or provide services in these areas, 
please let us know if you feel the proposals could affect this activity. 
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2. About the consultation

2.1 Purpose 
The objectives of the consultation are: 

• To give stakeholders and the public easily-understandable information about
the proposals and allow them to respond

• To understand the level of support for or opposition to the proposals

• To understand any issues that might affect the proposal which we were not
previously aware of

• To understand concerns and objections

• To allow respondents to make suggestions

2.2 Potential outcomes 
The potential outcomes of this and any other consultation are: 

• Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we decide to
proceed with the scheme as set out in the consultation

• Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we modify the
scheme in response to issues raised during the consultation and proceed with
a revised scheme

• Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we decide not
to proceed with the scheme

No decisions have been taken about whether to proceed with CS11, but there is 
more information about our next steps in Chapter 5 of this report. 

2.3 Who we consulted 
We ensured that people living and working in areas affected by the scheme were 
aware of the proposals. 

By posting information about the CS11 consultation directly to properties up to a 
distance of 600 metres from the proposed route, we raised awareness of our 
consultation among residents, residents’ associations, retailers, businesses, 
business groups, charities, sports clubs, educational establishments, healthcare 
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providers, religious establishments, public amenities, and other organisations with 
premises in this area.  

We targeted information at individuals on our customer database who we knew used 
the route or lived in areas nearby (because they had supplied their postcode to us 
previously via Oyster, Congestion Charging, Cycle Hire, or for another reason). In 
this way, we raised awareness of the consultation among motorists, cyclists, bus 
users and other public transport users. 

We sent emails to stakeholders who had been identified as interested in this 
scheme. Our contact list included disability groups, organisations representing the 
elderly, transport user groups, businesses and major employers, trade organisations, 
statutory organisations, charities, local government, politicians, residents’ 
representatives, healthcare providers, sports clubs, educational establishments, and 
others. 

We also provided information about the proposals and consultation to local and 
regional media. 

For a full list of the publicity channels used, please go to section 2.8 below. 

2.5 Dates and duration 
The consultation was held from 8 February to 20 March 2016. The consultation was 
timed to take place before the pre-election ‘purdah’ period that preceeds the Greater 
London mayoral and other elections. During this time it is not recommended to make 
announcements about new schemes or open new consultations.  

2.6 Consultation survey 
The area covered by the proposals was relatively large, so we divided the route into 
six sections to make it easier for people to digest the information and give feedback 
on areas of particular interest to them. It was also possible to provide comments on 
the scheme as a whole.  

Our survey comprised several closed questions asking people to select an answer 
that matched their level of support for or against the overall scheme and each of its 
route sections.  

We also gave respondents the chance to provide comments on the overall scheme 
and each section.  

Respondents were also invited to answer a closed question on proposed changes to 
four bus routes that pass through the Swiss Cottage area. 
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For The Regent’s Park section, we asked respondents a closed question asking 
them their views on options to reduce the speed and volume of vehicles using the 
Outer Circle. 

For the complete list of questions we asked about CS11 please visit Appendix C. 

2.7 Methods of responding 
People were able to respond to the consultation through the following channels: 

• By answering the questions in the survey on our consultation website at
tfl.gov.uk/cs11

• By sending a letter to FREEPOST TfL CONSULTATIONS

• By emailing: consultations@tfl.gov.uk. The Consultation Team also answered
questions from members of the public and stakeholders via email

• By phoning our Customer Service Team, which had been briefed on the
scheme and were available to answer questions and take responses from
members of the public. When our telephone operatives were unable to
answer questions immediately, these were forwarded to the Consultation
Team, and were answered subsequently by email or telephone

• By leaving comments and/or filling in questionnaires at one of the public drop-
in sessions (or posting a questionnaire to the address above)

Through our Customer Services Team, it was possible to request foreign language 
translations, large print, Braille or audio versions of our consultation materials. 

2.8 Consultation materials and publicity
We used a range of channels to raise awareness of the CS11 consultation and 
ensure that members of the public and stakeholders were aware of the consultation 
and its purposes. 

We explain the channels used below. All materials encouraged interested parties to 
visit our website or contact us to find out more about the scheme and how to 
respond.  

2.8.1 Website 

Our website provided detailed information about our consultation, including text 
explanations of our proposals, maps and computer-generated images helping to 
explain the proposals. The website was divided into pages showing an overview of 
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the scheme, pages explaining the separate sections of the route, and pages 
containing in-depth information about motor traffic impacts, pedestrian impacts and 
bus impacts.  

The website provided people with the opportunity to respond to the consultation by 
answering our questionnaire.  

2.8.2 Leaflet 

We produced a 16-page consultation leaflet, which summarised the proposals and 
gave details as to how to find more information and to respond. This was distributed 
to around 50,000 properties up to 600 metres from the proposed route.  

A copy of the leaflet and maps of the distribution area can be found in Appendix E. 

2.8.3 Emails to public 

We sent an email about the consultation to 150,000 people who live locally or use 
our transport services in the area. The data for the distribution list is extracted from 
our master database of those who have registered their details with us – for 
example, through use of Congestion Charge, Oyster Card or Cycle Hire services. 
The text of the email is reproduced in Appendix E. 

2.8.4 Emails to stakeholders 

We sent an email outlining the scheme and explaining where to find more 
information and respond to around 600 businesses and organisations identified as 
interested in road schemes in this area. The list of stakeholders we contacted can be 
found in Appendix E. 

2.8.5 Press and media activity 

Our press team raised awareness of the CS11 consultation by contacting national, 
specialist, regional and local media organisations while the consultation was taking 
place. Details of the press release are reproduced in Appendix E, along with 
examples of media coverage. 

2.8.6 Public meetings, events and exhibitions 

Pre-consultation engagement events 

Swiss Cottage: In November 2014, over 12 months before the CS11 consultation, 
we conducted an engagement exercise to communicate early ideas for the scheme 
to interested stakeholders, and get early feedback on designs. We held a 
stakeholder ‘drop-in’ session at Swiss Cottage Library to discuss draft proposals for 
Swiss Cottage gyratory with interested parties. The event provided an early 
opportunity to understand the views of those living and working in the Swiss Cottage 
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area. Feedback from the session was captured and suggestions fed into the concept 
designs, which formed the basis for the formal consultation in February-March 2016. 

 
Public drop-in events  

During the formal consultation period  we held five public drop-in events at times and 
locations designed to capture a broad audience of attendees. At each event TfL 
staff, along with representatives from the boroughs and The Royals Parks, were 
available to answer questions about the scheme. 
 

Tues, 16 February 16:00 – 19:30 Royal Institute of British Architects, 
66 Portland Place, W1B 1AD 

Thurs, 18 February 14:00 – 19:30 Swiss Cottage Library, Avenue 
Road, NW3 3HA 

Tues, 23 February 07:30 – 10:00 The Regent’s Park, North Gate 

Sat, 27 February 10:00 – 16:00 Swiss Cottage Library, Avenue 
Road, NW3 3HA 

Thurs, 3 March 16:00 – 19:30 Regent’s Park, St Andrews Place 

 
Public meetings 

10 February 2016: We attended a forum held by the Crown Estates Paving 
Commission (CEPC) providing an opportunity for those who had an interest in or live 
in The Regent’s Park to discuss CS11 proposals. 

22 February 2016: At the request of City of Westminster councillors, we attended a 
public meeting with representatives of Westminster stakeholder and residents’ 
groups and the Danubius Hotel, St John’s Wood, NW8 7JT 

7 March 2016: At the request of Westminster councilors, we attended a public 
meeting at St John’s Wood Church, Lord’s roundabout, NW8 7NE. 

16 March: At the request of residents, we and Andrew Gilligan (who was the former 
Mayor’s Cycling Commissioner) attended a public meeting at St Stephen’s Building, 
Pond Street, Hampstead, NW3 2PP. 
 

Visits to businesses affected by CS11 

We visited businesses with premises in the immediate Swiss Cottage area to hand-
deliver a leaflet publicising the consultation, giving local businesses an opportunity to 
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discuss the scheme directly with officers working on CS11 and encouraging them to 
respond.  

Officers at The Royal Parks provided a list of businesses and organisations with 
premises within The Regent’s Park, and an email was sent inviting them to get in 
touch if they wanted a one-to-one meeting with TfL officers to ask questions about 
the scheme and discuss how it may affect them. Several organisations based in the 
park took advantage of this offer and TfL officers attended a number of meetings. 

2.8.9 Meetings with stakeholders 

We worked closely with the City of Westminster, the London Borough of Camden 
and The Royal Parks from the earliest stages of the development of the CS11 
proposals. Numerous meetings between officers took place before the consultation 
to help finalise designs for the scheme and details of the consultation.  

In addition, we attended meetings where we met stakeholders and stakeholder 
working groups. Most notably Westminster City Council organised a series of 
meetings involving a number of stakeholder and campaign groups from both 
Camden and Westminster to discuss the CS11 proposals specifically relating to the 
Outer Circle of Regent’s Park.  

We also met with various transport and road user groups including representatives 
from the freight industry, London TravelWatch, cycling campaign groups,  pedestrian 
campaign groups, residents’ associations, as well as local MPs and London 
Assembly Members. Some meetings took place before the consultation opened, and 
some during consultation. 

2.9  How we considered equalities in the consultation 
We took steps to ensure that all groups in the community, such as elderly, disabled 
or faith organisations were made aware of the proposals, their potential impacts and 
how to respond to the consultation. Measures taken included: 

• Identifying and emailing relevant stakeholders including but not limited to the 
British Dyslexia Association, Age UK London, Guide Dogs, Royal National 
Institute for the Blind, Action on Hearing Loss and Inclusion London, inviting 
them to respond to the consultation 

• Ensuring that the materials were written in plain English, and available on 
request in different formats (for example, Braille, large print, other languages)  

• Making sure that public events were held in accessible locations and at 
different times of the day and that large scale materials were available to 
review 
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• Considering how best to reach our target audiences and tailoring the way of 
communicating with them. For example, by preparing hard copies of our 
online material for those not able to access our website 

We are fully aware of our obligations under the Equality Act 2010, in particular the 
effect of the public sector equality duty on our decision-making.  

2.10 Analysis of consultation responses 
We commissioned JMP Consultants to analyse the consultation responses. All 
closed questions were reviewed and the results tabulated and reported.  

All open questions, where respondents provided comments on the overall scheme or 
parts of it, were read and analysed in detail. Each individual comment was attributed 
with one or more codes according to the issues raised. This information was also 
analysed and tabulated.  

All results are reported in Chapter 3, Chapter 4 and Appendix A of this report. 

Where more than one response had been submitted from the same person and 
email address, these responses were combined before the data was analysed. 
Throughout this process we were mindful of our responsibilities under the Data 
Protection Act. 
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3. About the respondents
This chapter provides more information on respondents to this consultation, based 
on the information they provided to us in our questionnaire. For a full list of the 
consultation questions, see Appendix C. 

3.1 Number of respondents 
Once any duplicate responses had been removed, there were 6,270 respondents. 
Duplicates can occur, for example, when the same person responds by email and 
online or when the same person responds twice online. When duplicates were 
identified, we combined the two responses. We processed 93 duplicates in this 
consultation. 

Stakeholder responses are those submitted by individuals who identify themselves 
as representing political entities, organisations, businesses or campaign groups. 
Their responses are summarised in Section 4.21. 

Respondents Total % 
Public responses 6,160 98% 

Stakeholder responses 110 2% 

Total 6,270 100% 

3.2 How respondents heard about the consultation 
We asked respondents to tell us how they heard about the consultation. A total of 
4,128 (66%) of 6,270 respondents provided an answer. 

Heard about the consultation Total % 

Email 1108 18% 

Press/media 839 13% 

Twitter 649 10% 

Other (please specify) 640 10% 

Facebook 536 9% 

TfL leaflet 177 3% 

Letter 92 1% 

Public exhibition 87 1% 
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Of the 640 respondents who put ‘Other’, the most common answer was “Word of 
mouth” (362 respondents).  

3.3 Methods of responding 
We accepted responses via our online survey; directly by email to 
consultations@tfl.gov.uk; and via letter or response form sent to our FREEPOST 
address. We also accepted feedback passed on to us through email by our 
Customer Services Team, who answer phone calls from members of the public. 

Method of responding Total % 

Website 5,737 91% 
Email (including letter attachments and 
telephone feedback passed on by our 
Customer Services Team) 

472 8% 

Letters (received by post) 41 1% 

Paper response forms 20 <1% 

Total number of respondents 6,270 100% 

3.4 Respondent postcodes 
Of the 6,270 respondents to the consultation, 3,842 (61% of all respondents) 
submitted their postcode. We received responses from 390 unique postcodes. Below 
we have listed all postcodes provided by 20 or more respondents, with percentages 
given as a proportion of those who answered the question. 

Postcode Total % 

Answered postcode question 3,842 100% 

NW3 634 17% 

NW8 434 11% 

NW1 365 10% 

NW6 214 6% 

NW11 90 2% 

NW2 85 2% 

Not answered 2142 34% 

Total 6270 100% 
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NW5 83 2% 

NW1 55 1% 

W9 53 1% 

N7 49 1% 

N4 42 1% 

E17 38 1% 

N16 38 1% 

N10 36 1% 

N2 35 1% 

N6 35 1% 

SE1 31 1% 

N19 30 1% 

W1G 30 1% 

3.4.1 Map showing distribution of all respondent postcodes 
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3.4.1 Map showing respondent postcodes near the proposed scheme 

For maps showing levels of support for the overall scheme by area, go to Section 
4.4.2. 

3.5 Age range of respondents 
4,301 (69%) out of 6,270 respondents answered the question asking for their age 
range. The table below shows a breakdown of these age ranges, including those 
who did not complete the question or indicated that they did not wish to specify their 
age range. 

Age range Total % 

Up to 18 29 <1% 

19-39 1493 24% 

40-59 1984 32% 

60-79 651 10% 

80+ 53 1% 

Prefer not to say 91 1% 
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Not Answered 1969 32% 

Total 6270 100% 

3.6 Relationship between respondent and scheme area 
We asked respondents to describe their relationship to the scheme area using the 
categories below, with respondents encouraged to tick one or more categories. 
6,787 categories were provided by 4,465 respondents. The table below shows a 
breakdown of these, with percentages given as a proportion of the total categories 
provided. 

Category of respondent Total % 

Total categories provided 6,787 100% 

Local resident 2,369 35% 

Commuter to area 1,355 20% 

Visitor to area 1,197 18% 

Employed locally 761 11% 

Not local, but interested in scheme 545 8% 

Business owner 319 5% 

Other (please specify) 241 4% 

Of those who answered ‘Other’, the most frequent responses were cyclists riding 
through the area or training in the area (56) and taxi drivers (31). 

3.7 Modes of transport 
We asked respondents to tell us what modes of transport they usually use to travel 
locally and to tick all options that apply. 5,753 respondents answered this question, 
with a total of 16,723 modes recorded. Percentages are given a proportion of the 
total number of modes of transport provided. 

Mode of transport Total % 

Total modes provided 16,723 100% 

Walk 3,123 19% 

Tube 3,031 18% 

Bicycle 2,790 17% 
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Bus 2,404 14% 

Private car 2,266 14% 

Taxi 1,523 9% 

Train 1,255 8% 

Motorcycle/scooter 141 1% 

Coach 77 <1% 

Van 54 <1% 

Other (please specify) 50 <1% 

Lorry 9 <1% 

 

Of the 50 respondents who stated they used another mode of transport, running was 
the most popular response (14 respondents), followed by electric vehicle (13 
respondents) and car share (13 respondents). 

3.8 Types of cycling 
We asked respondents who cycle to specify the particular types of cycling they 
engage in, and to tick all options that apply. 3,306 respondents answered this 
question, with a total of 6,796 responses recorded. Percentages are given as a 
proportion of the total number of types provided. 
 

Types of cycling Total % 

Total types provided 6,796 100% 

Leisure 2,612 38% 

Commuting 2,206 32% 

Training 1,152 17% 

Work 613 9% 

Other (please specify) 213 3% 

 

Of the 213 respondents who said ‘Other’, the largest number said they cycled for 
shopping (51 respondents), with other responses being racing (9 respondents) and 
doing the school run (6 respondents). 
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3.9 Cycle usage 
Respondents were asked to say how often they use a bicycle, and a total of 4,260 
respondents answered the question. Percentages are given as a proportion of the 
total number of types provided. 

Cycle usage Total % 

Total answered 4,260 100% 

Most days 2,010 47% 

About once a week 538 13% 

About 1-3 times per month 321 8% 

Less often 352 8% 

Never 1,039 24% 

3.10 Bus usage 
Respondents were asked to estimate how often they use a bus, and a total of 4,228 
respondents provided an answer.  

Bus usage Total % 

Most days 286 5% 

About once a week 593 9% 

About 1-3 times per month 769 12% 

Less often 1,449 23% 

Never 1131 18% 

Not Answered 2042 33% 

Total 6270 100% 
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4. Summary of consultation responses 

4.1 About this chapter 
To gain feedback on the scheme, we asked respondents 11 closed questions, 
allowing them to show their level of support for the overall scheme, for each of the 
six sections, for changes to four bus routes, and for a range of speed reduction 
measures proposed for The Regent’s Park. We also asked 7 open questions which 
allowed respondents to comment on the overall scheme, the six sections, and 
changes to bus services. 

Note that stakeholder responses are included in all the results in this chapter, and 
percentages are calculated from the number of respondents for each question. Only 
the question asking for the level of support for the overall scheme was mandatory for 
online respondents. 

4.2 Support for overall proposals and Sections 1 to 4 
 

 
Support Partial support Do not 

support Not sure No opinion 

Overall 3,327 53% 443 7% 2,353 37% 65 1% 82 1% 

Section 1 2,385 56% 178 4% 1,573 37% 72 2% 43 1% 

Section 2 2,119 54% 142 3% 1,582 40% 64 2% 32 1% 

Section 3 2,088 54% 145 4% 1,566 40% 54 1% 28 1% 

Section 4 1,574 34% 1,220 27% 1,722 38% 46 1% 26 1% 

4.3 Support for Sections 5 and 6 
 

 

 

Option A 
 

Option B 

 

Either 
option 

 

Neither 
option 

No opinion 

Section 5 228 6% 1,661 46% 408 11% 937 26% 383 11% 

Section 6 210 6% 1,656 46% 434 12% 872 25% 379 11% 
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4.4 Question 1: “Do you support the overall proposals for Cycle 
Superhighway 11?” 

5,744 respondents answered this question by expressing their level of support for 
the overall proposals. Options to answer were: Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, 
No. If respondents did not provide an answer to this question (because they 
submitted an email or letter rather than using our online questionnaire) and there 
was an obvious support or otherwise for the scheme, then our analysts inferred a 
response based on the comments provided.  

Of the 533 responses for which we inferred a level of support, 42 (8%) supported the 
scheme, 25 (5%) partially supported, 384 (73%) opposed it, 75 (14%) had no opinion 
and 1 (<1%) was not sure. The figures without these inferred responses are below. 

4.4.1 Level of support for overall proposals, including responses inferred 

Level of support for overall proposals, excluding inferred responses 

Supported Partial 
support 

Did not 
support 

Not sure No opinion 

Respondents 3,285 418 1,969 64 7 

% 57% 7% 34% 1% <1% 

S upported P artia l s upport D id not
s upport Not s ure No opinion

R espondents 3327 443 2353 65 82
% 53% 7% 37% 1% 1%
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4.4.2 Map of levels of support across Greater London for overall proposals 

4.4.3 Map of levels of support for overall proposals near scheme area 
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4.5 Question 2: “Do you have any comments about our overall 
proposals for CS11?” 

5,159 respondents answered this question asking for comment on the overall 
proposals. The table below shows the most frequently raised issues in responses to 
this question. Detailed analysis of all questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 

Proposals would increase motor traffic congestion 1,349 

Objected to use of raised tables in Regent’s Park 1,247 

Proposals would affect motor vehicle access and mobility 879 

Supported improved cycling provision 868 

Proposals not balanced, too much in favour of cycling 758 

Concerned closure of Outer Circle gates to general traffic at peak hours 573 

Supported the Cycle Superhighways programme 552 

Increase in air pollution caused by an increase in motor traffic congestion 376 

Concern about negative impacts on parents and the school run 347 

Concern about an increase in rat-running in minor roads 310 

4.6 Question 3: “Do you support our proposals for CS11 at 
Swiss Cottage?” 
4,248 respondents answered this question giving their level of support for Swiss 
Cottage. Options to answer were: Yes, Partially, No, Not sure, No opinion. 
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4.7 Question 4: “Do you have any comments about our 
proposals for CS11 at Swiss Cottage?” 

4,248 respondents answered this question, and the table below shows the most 
frequently raised issues. Detailed analysis can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 

Proposals would negatively affect motorists 543 

Proposals would increase motor traffic congestion 501 

Proposals would cause an  increase in air pollution 194 

Proposals would improve conditions for cycling 188 

Proposals would cause motor traffic reassignment to nearby roads 15 

Concern about the proposal to close Avenue Road to general traffic: 145 

Proposals would have a negative impact on journeys to schools in the area 129 

Proposals  had not adequately considered all user groups 107 

Area should remain unchanged 99 

Proposals would have a negative impact on residents of Hampstead 88 

S upported P artia l
s upport

D id not
s upport Not s ure No opinion

R espondents 2385 175 1573 72 43
% 56% 4% 37% 2% 1%
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4.8 Questions 5 to 9: “What do you think about our proposals to 
change routes 31 / 268 / 46 / 603 / C11” 
Options to answer were: Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly 
disagree. The results can be seen in the table below. Of the 6270 people who 
responded to the consultation, 3884 (62% of all respondents) expressed their views 
on route 31, 3861 (62%) on route 268, 3837 (61%) on route 46, 3799 (61%) on route 
603 and 3842 (61%) on route C11. 

4.9 Question 10: “Do you have any comments about our 
proposed changes to bus services?” 
981 respondents answered the question, and the table below shows the most 
frequently raised issues. Detailed analysis can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 

Proposals would have a negative impact on bus users 156 

Objected to proposed changes in bus services 130 

Proposals would lead to an increase in bus journey times 89 

Cycling not getting adequate priority within the proposed scheme 67 

Negative impact on motor traffic congestion 50 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

R oute 31

R oute 268

R oute 46

R oute 603

R oute C 11

R oute 31R oute 268R oute 46R oute 603R oute C 11
S trongly agree 581540539528574
Agree 348324328299336
Neutral 18191853180819501773
Disagree 223221230178211
S trongly disagree 913923932844948
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Changes to bus services were unnecessary and would not be an 
improvement   41 

Proposed changes would have a positive effect on bus services 38 
Respondents said the proposed changes would have a negative effect on 
bus services, citing increased travel time and distance 31 

Request for an increase in bus service frequencies and/or capacities 23 

Proposals will cause an increase in air pollution 23 

4.10 Question 11: “Do you support our proposals for CS11 on 
Avenue Road (north)?” 
3,939 respondents answered this question giving their level of support for Section 2: 
Avenue Road (North). Options to answer: Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No. 

4.11 Question 12: “Do you have any comments about our 
proposals for CS11 on Avenue Road (north)?” 
2,132 respondents answered the question asking for comments on proposed 
changes. The table below shows the most frequently raised issues in responses to 
this question. Detailed analysis of all questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Y es P artia lly D id not
s upport Not s ure No

opinion
Number of res pondents 2119 142 1582 64 32
% 54% 4% 40% 2% 1%
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Issue Total 

Closing Avenue Road to motor traffic would cause motor traffic congestion 575 

Proposal is a waste of money 329 

Raised tables should be made of tarmac with a maximum 1:20 gradient 272 

Negative for local people, particularly parents doing the school run 247 

Proposals would be positive for cycling 193 

Proposals would cause motor traffic reassignment to nearby roads 169 

Needs to be more segregation for cycling 111 

Proposals  provide cyclists with too much priority 87 

Concern about potential increase in journey times for motorists 77 

Scheme is not necessary and the area should be left as it is 73 

4.12 Question 13: “Do you support our proposals for CS11 on 
Avenue Road (south)? 
3,881 respondents answered this question giving their level of support for Section 3: 
Avenue Road (South). Options to answer: Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No. 

S upported P artia l
s upport

D id not
s upport Not s ure No opinion

R espondents 2088 145 1566 54 28
% 54% 4% 25% 1% 1%
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4.13 Question 14: “Do you have any comments about our 
proposals for CS11 on Avenue Road (south)?” 
1,992 respondents answered the question asking for comments on proposed 
changes. The table below shows the most frequently raised issues in responses to 
this question. Detailed analysis of all questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 

Proposals would have a negative impact on cycling 540 

Proposals would have a negative impact on motor traffic 309 

Proposals would have a positive impact on cycling 269 

Raised tables should be made of tarmac and have max 1:20 gradient 269 

Other road users had not been adequately considered 128 

Proposals needed more segregation for cyclists 112 

Avenue Road needed to be open to all traffic 91 

Proposals would increase air pollution 79 

Cycling provision in this area was already adequate 77 

Objected to the closure of Avenue Road south of Adelaide Road 74 

4.14 Question 15: “Do you support the TfL and Royal Parks 
proposals for CS11 through Regent’s Park? 
4,558 respondents answered this question giving their level of support for Section 3: 
Avenue Road (South). Options to answer were: Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, 
No. 
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4.15 Question 16: “What do you think of these measures to 
reduce the speed and volume of vehicles in Outer Circle?” 
We asked for views on:  

• Access restrictions for motor vehicles at four of the gates into the park

• Raised junctions at four locations around the Outer Circle

• Use of speed cameras to enforce the 30mph speed limit

• Use of signage to remind drivers of the speed limit in the park

Options to answer were: Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly 
disagree. The results can be seen in the table below.  

S upported P artia l
s upport

D id not
s upport Not s ure No opinion

R espondents 1574 1220 1722 46 26
% 34% 27% 38% 1% 1%
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4.16 Question 17: “Do you have any comments on our proposals 
for Regent’s Park?” 
3,367 respondents answered the question, and the table below shows the most 
frequently raised issues. Detailed analysis can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 
Supported closure of gates at peak hours to remove through traffic 862 

Opposed raised junctions and speed humps in Outer Circle 579 

Said the proposals would increase motor traffic congestion 370 

Calls for 20mph speed limit within the park 358 

Proposals would have a positive impact on cycling 344 

Concern speed humps would damage to cycles, especially wheels. 334 

Proposals would encourage bad driving habits 290 

Proposals would have a negative impact on pedestrians 282 

Proposals would reduce danger to cyclists 268 

Gate closures would cause traffic reassignment into nearby roads 265 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Use of signage

Use of speed cameras

Raised junctions

Access restrictions

Use of signage Use of speed
cameras

Raised
junctions

Access
restrictions

Strongly agree 1959 2712 916 2593
Agree 1083 788 511 175
Neutral 1134 515 645 81
Disagree 153 168 456 187
Strongly disagree 264 421 2052 1583
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4.17 Question 18: “Which option do you prefer for Park Crescent 
and Portland Place (Devonshire Street)?” 
We asked for a choice between ‘Option A: Advisory cycle lanes on Park Crescent 
and Portland Place’ and ‘Option B: Advisory cycle lanes on Park Crescent and 
segregated cycle lanes on Portland Place’. Respondents chose from the following 

answers: Option A, Option B, Either option, Neither option, No opinion. 

3,617 respondents answered the question, and the results are shown below. 

4.18 Question 19: “Do you have any comments on our proposals 
for Park Crescent and Portland Place (Devonshire Street)?” 
3,367 respondents answered the question asking for comments on proposed 
changes. The table below shows the most frequently raised issues in responses to 
this question. Detailed analysis of all questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Option A Option B Either option Neither option No opinion
Respondents 228 1661 408 937 383
% 6% 46% 11% 26% 11%
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4.19 Question 20: “Which option do you prefer for Portland Place 
(Weymouth Street and New Cavendish Street)?” 
We asked for statements of preference between ‘Option A: Advisory cycle lanes on 
Portland Place’ and ‘Option B: Segregated cycle lanes on Portland Place’. 
Respondents chose from the following answers: Option A, Option B, Either option, 
Neither option, No opinion.  

3,551 respondents answered the question, and the results are shown below. 

Issue Total 

Supported Option B 635 

Called for segregated cycling provision on Park Crescent 304 

Proposals would improve cycling safety 297 

Called for cyclists to be able to turn left on red 251 

Called for short-stay parking bays to help the school run 239 
Suggested proposals would have a negative impact on traffic 
congestion  224 

Proposals within this section should be abandoned 143 

Wanted to see wider cycle lanes 98 

Negative to both options 75 

Suggested proposals would have a negative impact on air pollution 63 
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4.20 Question 21: “Do you have comments on our proposals for 
Portland Place (Weymouth Street and New Cavendish Street)?” 
3,551 respondents answered the question asking for comments on proposed 
changes. The table below shows the most frequently raised issues in responses to 
this question. Detailed analysis of all questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Issue Total 
Supported Option B 446 

Segregation would improve cycling safety 298 

Proposals within this section should be abandoned 119 

Proposals would negatively impact on motor traffic congestion 116 

Called for wider cycle lanes 89 

Negative to both options 76 
Stated preference for advisory cycle lanes over segregated 
provision  33 

Stated the introduction of segregated cycling provision would 
encourage broader participation in cycling  30 

No need for scheme 28 

Longer journey times for motor traffic 26 

O ption A O ption B E ither option Neither option No opinion
R espondents 210 1656 434 872 379
% 3% 26% 7% 14% 6%
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4.21 Summary of stakeholder responses 
This section provides summaries of the feedback we received from stakeholders. 
The full stakeholder responses are always used for analysis purposes. As well as 
being summarised here, the stakeholder responses are included in the analysis of 
overall responses covered in this chapter and in Appendix A. 

Each summary begins with a statement explaining the stakeholder’s level of support 
based on their response to a closed question in our online survey asking 
respondents to state their support for the proposals. Where this closed question had 
not been answered, we show our analysts’ interpretation of each respondent’s level 
of support based on their comments. Where the level of support was not clear from 
the comments, our analysts put ‘no opinion’. Where we have inferred the level of 
support, this is stated in the summary below. 

4.21.1 Local authorities and statutory bodies 

Camden Council 

Partially supported the proposals 

Camden Council supported CS11, but expressed concern about motor traffic 
displacement to borough roads, calling for more work to address this. They also 
noted the contribution of cycling infrastructure to reducing motor traffic congestion 
and overcrowding on public transport. It was pointed out that Camden Council’s 
Transport Strategy prioritises walking, cycling and public transport. 

The organisation supported “significant improvements” such as additional pedestrian 
crossings, improvements for cyclists of signalised junctions, and an improved public 
realm at Swiss Cottage with its associated benefits to air quality. There was further 
support for the Avenue Road proposals and The Regent’s Park gate closures. It was 
suggested that provision of substantially segregated cycle routes would encourage 
cycling among individuals from previously under-represented groups. 

On the subject of traffic reassignment, concern was expressed about the potential 
impacts on the following locations: 

• The Hampstead Heath area, which is sensitive due to the operations of the
Royal Free Hospital and an area-based improvement scheme, funded by TfL,
to remove an existing gyratory and ease congestion. The council could not
support motor traffic increases here, calling for mitigation measures if CS11
went ahead. They called for more modelling using the latest traffic counts
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• Arkwright Road: Increased traffic at the junction of Arkwright Road and 
Finchley Road could pose a risk to residents. Further investigation of 
mitigation measures, including crossing facilities, was requested 

• Fairfax Road / Belsize Roundabout: There was apprehension over the 
potential for increased motor traffic affecting Quietway routes in the borough. 
Coordination between officers working on Quietways and CS11 was 
highlighted as a key requirement 

• Avenue Road: The Council had concerns over the potential increase in motor 
traffic south of Queen’s Grove, with reassignment to borough roads used to 
access this section of Avenue Road. They asked for clarification of potential 
outcomes and for mitigation where necessary to address negative impacts 

• Prince Albert Road and Albany Road: The local authority raised the issue of 
increased motor traffic at this location due to the additional impact of HS2 and 
the London Cycle Grid route on Parkway, Pratt Street and Delancey Street. 
They asked for further efforts to coordinate the schemes or prioritise one over 
the other 

Camden Council raised the issue of pedestrian crossings, including the potential for 
accidents caused because of excessive wait times at crossing points. They asked for 
clarification of which crossings figures in the consultation material referred to, and for 
mitigation measures. 

Delays to buses: improvements at Swiss Cottage were welcomed but there was also 
concern over increased bus journey times, with C11 and 31 of particular concern. 
They asked for more details and further work to mitigate any negative impacts. 

Banned turns: There was concern over the proposed banned turn into Hilgrove 
Road, which could displace motor traffic into borough roads. Similarly, banning the 
right turn from College Crescent could cause more traffic to use Arkwright Road (see 
above). The Council sought further information on the proposed benefits of banned 
turns. 

HS2: The local authority reiterated their opposition to HS2, and asked that its impact 
to be factored into plans for CS11, particularly when the construction programme is 
made available.  

Air quality: They welcomed improved cycling provision as a means of tackling air 
pollution and called on further monitoring of air quality to judge the potential impacts 
of CS11. 

The organisation voiced a concern that traffic modelling showed some motor traffic 
reassigment to borough roads, without balanced impacts on the TLRN. They 
requested more accurate predictions of traffic reassignment to show the impacts on 
borough roads and buses, which would then inform how these might be mitigated. 
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They called for a scheme that benefits pedestrians and cyclists, but minimises 
impacts on minor roads. 

The Royal Parks 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The organisation expressed the opinion that the proposals address three important 
problems that exist currently in The Regent’s Park: excessive vehicle speeds, 
collisions and rat-running. They supported gate closures to reduce peak hour rat-
running, thereby ensuring that occupants of vehicles inside the park are there to use 
park amenities. The Royal Parks supported raised junctions at Hanover Gate, 
Gloucester Gate, Clarence Gate and St Andrews Place, on the basis that they would 
enable safer crossing for pedestrians, particularly those who are mobility-impaired. 
There was support for redesigned junctions at North Gate and Clarence Gate and 
the installation of a pedestrian crossing at the entrance to London Zoo. 

The organisation pointed out that collision rates in The Regent’s Park are much 
higher than nearby local roads,  and suggested that the proposals provide a holistic 
solution to improving conditions for pedestrians in the Outer Circle. 

Westminster City Council 

Did not support the proposals 

Westminster City Council restated their support for the Mayor’s 2013 Vision for 
Cycling, but expressed concern that CS11’s modelling did not consider the traffic 
impacts associated with the redevelopment of the St John’s Wood Barracks and of 
HS2. They also drew attention to the absence of modelling for either Portland Place 
option included in the scheme. 

The organisation asked for more information on traffic reassignment and air quality 
impacts of the scheme.  They felt that there would be a potential reduction in the 
quality of pedestrian crossings along Finchley Road, and an increase in bus journey 
times during peak hours. There was also a request for more information on how 
Active Traffic Management (ATM) would be used to manage real-time congestion in 
this area. 

Westminster supported the mandatory cycle lanes and associated waiting and 
loading restrictions on the Westminster section of Avenue Road. They expressed 
their misgivings about the potential traffic impact of the proposed closure to motor 
vehicles in Queen’s Grove. They also objected to the proposed closure of the four 
gates in The Regent’s Park, calling for speed reduction measures, rather than 
closures. 

44 



4.21.2 Politicians, Government departments and Parliamentary bodies 

Andrew Dismore, London Assembly Member 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

Mr Dismore supported the principle of Cycle Superhighways, but expressed concern 
about its potential impacts, including the banned right turn out of College Crescent 
into Finchley Road, and its implications for the junction with Arkwright Road. He 
asked for more information on motor traffic flow at the junction of Adelaide Road and 
Finchley Road, and for reassurance that there would not be excessive queuing on its 
approaches. 

The Assembly Member also took issue with the removal of a northbound bus stop on 
Finchley Road near Hilgrove Road, which he felt would have an impact on 
passengers and bus stacking. More information on bus journey times was requested, 
and on motor traffic volumes on Finchley Road. He expressed disquiet over the 
closing of Queen’s Grove and Avenue Road junction to motor traffic, suggesting that 
a signalised junction would be preferable to this. 

Mr Dismore called for the hours of the Regent’s Park gate closures to be shorter, 
with different restrictions for the north-south gates to reflect peak hour motor traffic. 
He was concerned by the implications of two-way traffic on Baker Street at the 
Clarence Gate junction. Mr Dismore also asked for more information on modelling in 
relation to the impacts of HS2 construction. 

Darren Johnson, London Assembly Member 

Supported the proposals 

Mr Johnson called for wide cycle lanes throughout the scheme, as well as safe and 
direct crossings for pedestrians and cyclists. He argued for 20mph speed limits 
throughout, safe junctions (according to Cycling Level of Service tool), particularly at 
Swiss Cottage; a reduction in motor traffic on Avenue Road; The Regent's Park 
gates closed at all times; no granite setts on the raised tables; an improved Option B 
on Portland Place, with cycling provision on Park Crescent and wider lanes. 

He suggested that there should be more spending on cycling in Outer London, 
including delivery of CS11 in its entirety, and mayoral control of borough roads if 
local councils block routes.  

London Assembly Liberal Democrat Group 

Supported the proposals  

The Group recognised the benefits the proposals would bring to pedestrians, cyclists 
and bus users, and the improvements to the public realm. They supported the 
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removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory on the basis that it is a dangerous, polluted 
and unpleasant area for pedestrians, cyclists and motorists.  

They asked for mitigation of any impacts of the scheme on bus services, and drew 
particular attention to the perceived loss of bus connectivity for the 31 and C11 
routes, which are important for elderly and disabled passengers. 

The Group urged TfL to consider the needs of visually impaired people, particularly 
around bus stop bypasses and pedestrian crossing points. They also asked that the 
impacts of HS2 be factored into the proposals and suggested that modifications may 
be required to effectively deal with changes to the road network brought about by 
that and other projects.  

Attention was drawn to concerns among residents about traffic displacement and 
congestion caused by CS11, including increased journey times and pollution in some 
areas. They suggested that a second consultation on the detail of CS11 might be 
necessary. 

Cllr Claire-Louise Leyland, Belsize Ward, Camden Council 

Did not support the proposals 

Cllr Leyland indicated her support for cycling as as mode of transport, but concern at 
the potential for increased motor traffic congestion. She called for more traffic 
modelling information to be published, and asked why plans were not consulted on 
earlier in the project. 

She expressed concern about increased motor traffic in the Belsize area, including 
Buckland Crescent, Lancaster Grove, Strathray Gardens, Crossfield Road, Adamson 
Road and Winchester Road. 

There were objections to the potential delays caused by additional traffic to vehicles 
accessing hospitals about additional traffic disrupting A&E in Pond Street; and to the 
potential combined impacts of this proejct with others such as HS2 and the 100 
Avenue Road development. 

Cllr Leyland argued that the full CS11 route should have been consulted on as a 
whole to better understand its impacts.  

Cllrs Roger Freeman and Andrew Marshall, Swiss Cottage ward, Camden 
Council (Councillors co-authored a response, which for the purposes of analysis we 
have counted as two responses but summarised once in this section of the report) 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

Cllrs Freeman and Marshall had concerns over the quality of the consultation, saying 
it should have been publicised more widely.  
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They supported replacing the Swiss Cottage gyratory to improve the Avenue 
Road/Adelaide Road/Finchley Road triangle for cyclists, pedestrians and residents. 
The Councillors asked for changes to the scheme that reflected the forthcoming 
changes to the area brought about by the construction of HS2, and a new 
consultation on that revised scheme. They expressed concern about reduced motor 
traffic capacity in Swiss Cottage, using the example of recent Thames Water road 
works and the congestion this caused. They opposed the closure of the Outer 
Circle’s North Gate. 

Cllr Lindsey Hall, Abbey Road ward, Westminster City Council 

Did not support the proposals 

The Councillor was concerned that the scheme is being designed in isolation from 
major developments in the area such as HS2. She questioned whether TfL was 
aware of planned closures of Abbey Road/West End Lane and access to West 
Hampstead or Boundary Road/Loudoun Road. There were further concerns over the 
impacts of this scheme on congestion levels and air quality. The Councillor objected 
to the absence of modelling of developments such as The Barracks development, 
100 Avenue Road, Wellington Hospital, Circus Road, Lord’s Cricket Ground, and the 
Baker Street two-way road scheme. 

There were expressions of support for a more cycle-friendly city, but it was 
suggested that this area is unsuitable for such changes. She voiced her dismay 
about the potential impacts on families, elderly people, disabled people, as well as 
businesses and amenities close to The Regent’s Park.  

The Councillor argued that the park is already a convenient place to cycle, and 
suggested that there should be dedicated cycle lanes in the park and enhanced 
speed controls to reduce impacts on motorists and local people. Significant revisions 
to the plans and to the objectives of the scheme as a whole were requested.  

Cllr Iain Bott, Marylebone High Street ward, Westminster City Council 

Partially supported the proposals (interpreted from comments) 

The Councillor objected to gate closures in The Regent’s Park due to its importance 
for through motor traffic and the potential displacement of this traffic to other roads. 

He questioned whether the impacts of HS2 had been taken into account, saying it 
would increase motor traffic flows considerably on certain roads and on that basis 
the closure of roads for CS11 was unjustified.   

Mr Bott addressed his concern that the proposed Baker Street / Gloucester Place 
two-way scheme would be affected by the closure of the park. He argued that the 
park is already safe for cycling and called for more data on collisions to be provided. 
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The Councillor supported segregated cycle lanes in Portland Place and the new 
design for Portland Place and New Cavendish Street junction.  

Cllr Gotz Mohindra, Regent's Park ward, Westminster City Council 

Did not support the proposals (interpreted from comments) 

Councillor Mohindra described his concern about the impact on motor traffic of CS11 
when combined with HS2, the Barracks developments, Lord’s Cricket Ground and 
Baker Street road changes. He predicted an increase in rat-running in St John’s 
Wood with negative impacts for residents.  

The Councillor supported measures to reduce air pollution and improve cycling 
provision, but not if these affected motorists in this area. He voiced the opinion that 
Outer Circle is safe currently for all road users. 

 

4.21.2 Emergency services 

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The Authority supported the 2013 Vision for Cycling strategy and recognised the 
benefits for Londoners. 

It expressed concern about potential increases to attendance times for fire crews in a 
number of locations in proximity to CS11. Elements of the scheme such as road 
closures, raised tables, or the introduction of cycle schemes on carriageways were 
cited as potential causes of delays to these attendance times. The Authority 
expressed its willingness to work with TfL and with the relevant local authorities to 
develop the scheme. 

 

4.21.4 Accessibility groups 

Guide Dogs 

Did not support the proposals  

The organisation objected to the introduction of wide toucan crossings, on the basis 
that they would be a dangerous area for visually impaired people who may not know 
where to cross. They pointed out that guide dogs would not recognise this type of 
crossing. There was a request for tactile paving at all signalised pedestrian crossings 
to have a ‘tail’ included, which will help visually impaired people to safely cross. 
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Guide Dogs supported Option B in Portland Place. 

Wheels for Wellbeing 

Partially supported the proposals 

The organisation asked for separated, wide cycle lanes throughout the scheme, 
along with a 20mph speed limit. They opposed any shared space on the route and 
requested measures to ensure comfortable and convenient turns for cyclists in all 
directions at all junctions. Wheels for Wellbeing also asked for traffic reduction 
measures on Avenue Road as well as speed reduction measures other than granite 
setts on raised tables, which- it was suggested- can be uncomfortable for disabled 
cyclists.  

The group leant their support to an improved Option B on Portland Place, with better 
cycling provision on Park Crescent. They recommended that the scheme should 
continue north of Swiss Cottage and that the mandatory cycle lanes northbound on 
Finchley Road should instead be segregated. Also on Finchley Road, the group 
recommended a southbound segregated cycle lane and bus stop bypass.  

Wheels for Wellbeing argued that the Outer Circle gates should be closed at all 
times, with exemptions for disabled drivers and Dial-A-Ride vehicles.  

4.21.5 Transport and road user groups 

20's Plenty For Us  

Supported the proposals 

The organisation called for 20mph speed limits across the scheme, in line with 
maximum speeds in many inner London boroughs. 

Bicycle Users Group at the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine 

Supported the proposals 

The Group also welcomed proposals that would give more students and employees 
the choice to cycle. They highlighted academic research from their institution that 
showed the benefits of cycling, particularly for public health. 

Brent Cyclists 

Supported the proposals 

Brent Cyclists were in favour of motor traffic reduction or segregated cycle 
infrastructure on Avenue Road due to the reported high volumes and speeds of 
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motor traffic. They supported gate closures in The Regent's Park, but called for the 
hours of restricted access to be extended. The group supported Option B on 
Portland Place with additional segregated tracks in Park Crescent, but with lane 
widths increased from 1.5 metres. 

The group were fully supportive of changes to the Swiss Cottage gyratory system 
and recommended that the scheme be extended both north and south, including 
segregated cycle lanes on the A41 in order to provide a continuous route to Brent 
Cross.  

They objected to shared space and shared pedestrian / cycle crossings at the 
northern end of Avenue Road, and asked for a route to allow cycling between Eton 
Avenue and Avenue Road and Finchley Road. Brent Cyclists suggested that the 
southbound cycle track to be kerbside of the bus lane to avoid conflicts at Finchley 
Road-Avenue Road junction. They objected to ASL proposals for Hilgrove Road, 
Adelaide Road and Finchley Road on the grounds that they do not address wider 
safety concerns for cyclists at that junction.  

Camden Cyclists 

Supported the proposals 

Camden Cyclists asked that the scheme be extended beyond Swiss Cottage to the 
north, and for cycle lanes through Avenue Road north of Adelaide Road) to be 
widened to 2.2m or 2.5m, depending on cycle flows.  

There was a request for the southbound cycle track to be kerbside, with floating bus 
stops. The group was in favour of 24/7 gate closures around The Regent’s Park and 
also of bollards at the junction of Macclesfield Bridge/Outer Circle and York 
Gate/Outer Circle to prevent cars turning in when the gates are closed. 

The group recommended a 20mph speed limit in the Park to coincide with a 
borough-wide 20mph limit. They welcomed average speed cameras but opposed 
granite setts on raised tables due to a perceived danger to cyclists, especially in poor 
conditions. 

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK 

Did not support the proposals 

The Confederation stated it supported proportionate measures to improve safety, 
increase traffic flow, improve the environment and reduce journey times, but 
objected to the reduction in road space to benefit cycling on an arterial route. They 
also expressed their concern over the impacts of the scheme on motor traffic in 
Swiss Cottage. 
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CTC Central London 

Supported the proposals 

CTC expressed the opinion that the proposals would improve conditions for existing 
cyclists and help make cycling attractive to more people. They supported the London 
Cycle Campaign’s comments on the scheme, including wide tracks throughout, safe 
and direct crossings for pedestrians and cyclists, and safe and convenient turns for 
cyclists at all junctions. 

The group supported the intention of managing vehicle speeds in The Regent’s Park 
with signage and cameras, as well as gate closures. They were opposed to the use 
of granite setts on raised junctions, and pointed out that these have been removed 
from Guilford Street in Camden.  

 

CTC London 

Partially supported the proposals 

CTC felt that the general scheme was good for cycling, and called for cycling 
provision north of Swiss Cottage on Finchley Road as well as wider lanes on Avenue 
Road to mitigate the risk of ‘dooring’ accidents involving parked cars. There were 
recommendations for additional vehicle slowing measures near the zoo and at 
junctions. 

 

Cycling Embassy of Great Britain 

Supported the proposals  

The organisation voiced its support for the objective of making cycling safer for 
existing cyclists and opening roads to more people to cycle. They called for 
monitoring of Avenue Road to ensure traffic volumes are low and safe for cycling, 
and supported gate closures in The Regent’s Park, but called for 24/7 restrictions. 
The Cycling Embassy supported raised tables as a benefit for pedestrians but called 
for designs to consider the safety of cyclists. 

The organisation indicated its support for Option B in Portland Place, but with wider 
cycle lanes than the proposals had allowed for. They expressed concern about the 
lack of cycling provision in Park Crescent and suggested that the removal of some 
parking places would help facilitate improvements to cycling conditions.  
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Licensed Taxi Drivers’ Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association asked for the provision of an access area to pick up and set down 
passengers in the proposed bus lane on Finchley Road, as well as access to the 
restricted part of Avenue Road. The Association offered the opinion that it did not 
expect taxis to use Avenue Road as a through route. There was another suggestion 
that banning the right turn into Hillgrove Road would increase traffic on the primarily 
residential Goldhurst Terrace.  

The Association objected to the removal of the northbound bus lane on Finchley 
Road due to the assumed increase in traffic delays. It was requested that the 
proposed taxi rank be allowed to operate on a 24hr basis.  

London Dynamo Cycling Club 

Supported the proposals 

The Club expressed support for the scheme, and for the closure of the Outer Circle’s 
gates, but voiced its opposition to the use of raised junctions in The Regent’s Park. 
They felt that these are dangerous for cyclists and other vulnerable road users, and 
not in keeping with the heritage aspirations of the park. It was also felt that raised 
junctions would blur the distinction between the road and footway, thereby increasing 
the likelihood of cyclist-pedestrian collisions. There was concern about poor lighting 
in the park, which the group suggested could combine with broken setts to endanger 
cyclists. They warned that braking vehicles at raised junctions could cause cyclists to 
have ‘rear-end’ collisions with vehicles.  

They supported measures to reduce vehicle speeds and improve commuter cycle 
safety but not if these were to the detriment of sports cycling.  

The Club supported wide kerbs near the Zoo entrance, and called for a ban on 
vehicles dropping off at this location due to the narrowed carriageway. They were in 
favour of priority for Outer Circle traffic at the junction with Park Square East, saying 
it would improve cycle safety. They opposed wide pedestrian refuges on Outer Circle 
due to pinch points they created on the carriageway. There was a request for 
Chester Gate to be made ‘left turn only’ for vehicles entering the park, and for lights 
to operate on demand only.  

The club approved the introduction of raised junctions in Avenue Road, but called for 
a maximum 1:20 gradient and tarmac construction. It was suggested that the use of 
stone in the construction of raised junctions should be avoided because of the 
likelihood of deterioration over time.  
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Islington Cycling Club 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The Club said The Regent’s Park is used extensively by its members, including 
disabled cyclists, and other cyclists for sports and commuting. It is also used to teach 
children to ride on the road. They supported the ambition to make cycling and 
walking in the park more pleasant, as well as gate closures and the removal of 
through motor traffic. There was further support for speed reduction but opposition to 
the use of raised junctions. The club called for speed cameras and signs to enforce 
the 30mph speed limit. If raised junctions were considered necessary, the club 
recommended only cycle-friendly tarmac-constructed 1:20 inclines, with kerb and 
central gullies to enable safer cycling. The club was also in favour of the proposed 
improvements for pedestrians in Outer Circle.  

London Cycling Campaign 

Partially supported the proposals 

The LCC supported the principle of the scheme and its alignment, suggesting that it 
should encourage a modal shift to cycling. It was felt that a northern extension of the 
route was urgently required.  

They recommended that all cycle tracks should have a standard width of 2.2 metres 
or more and drew attention to sections on Avenue Road where they felt this 
aspiration could be met. The organisation also recommended that the optimum 
position for cycle tracks should always be next to the kerb- to enable safer transitions 
from footway to cycle track- and that this scheme should follow that lead. There were 
further suggestions of 20mph speed limits and for cycle priorities at all junctions.  

The LCC supported the removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory and the protected 
cycling provision that it enabled. It asked for all ‘hook’ risks (involving vehicles 
turning across the path of cyclists at junctions) to be eliminated and more cycling 
provision on approaches to Swiss Cottage. There was a request for a bus stop 
bypass for southbound cyclists on Finchley Road before College Crescent.  

Concern was expressed by the organisation that Avenue Road would remain above 
2,000 Passenger Car Units’ traffic volume without protected cycling provision. It 
asked for area-wide modal filtering to reduce traffic volumes or semi-segregated 
lanes wider than 1.5 metres. The LCC was in favour of cycle-friendly speed humps, 
along with Copenhagen-style (or ’blended‘) crossings at junctions. 

It was suggested that the Prince Albert Road junction could be improved to make it 
safer for cyclists. The group supported the principle of closing Outer Circle to through 
motor traffic but opposed the opening of gates from 11am-3pm daily, particularly at 
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weekends. They supported efforts to reduce vehicle speeds, but were concerned by 
the use of setts in raised junctions.  

A recommendation was made that all turns at the junctions of Park Square West, 
Park Square East, North Gate and York Gate should be made safe for cyclists. 

There was opposition towards the Park Crescent 2-metre advisory cycle lane next to 
parked cars. The group asked for the removal of parking or for the introduction of 
one-way traffic on Park Crescent to accommodate cycle segregation, along with 
speed reduction. 

The group recommended wider lanes in Option B with semi-segregation of cyclists, 
and for more control over vehicle speeds on Portland Place and surrounding roads. 

There were calls for safe turns in all directions at the Devonshire Street junction and 
concerns over the New Cavendish Street link to a proposed Quietway cycle route.  

 

London Tourist Coach Operators' Association 

Did not support the proposals  

The Association expressed concern about increased congestion, pollution and 
longer journeys for coaches entering London from the M1, A41 and the North. They 
held the opinion that these proposals would make it very difficult to access London 
Zoo, and for coaches to park on Prince Albert Road. Their response included a 
request for gates to remain open in the evenings, and for coaches as well as buses 
to be permitted to use Avenue Road in Swiss Cottage. 

The organisation argued that the time period during which vehicles will be able to 
access the junction with Prince Albert is too short. It was suggested that there should 
be access during evenings, on the basis that London Zoo is an evening venue as 
well as a day time destination. 

 

London TravelWatch 

Partially supported the proposals 

London TravelWatch supported the target of 5% cycling mode share, as in the 
Mayor’s 2013 Vision for Cycling. The organisation was concerned though about the 
potentially increased journey times for buses. They asked for details of how these 
effects might be mitigated and suggested that not enough had ben done to that end 
with equivalent cycle schemes in the city.   

There was some support for the proposed bus lane extension and 24/7 operation, 
and the removal of parking spaces from some sections of the road network. London 
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TravelWatch takes the view that buses should have priority over all other modes on 
bus lanes, and is opposed to bus lay-bys, on the grounds that the encourage illegal 
parking in them and can become easily blocked by traffic.   

The organisation was in support of proposals to tighten junction radii and side road 
treatments, but expressed concern over the proposed cycle lane over the mouth of 
Elsworthy Road, which could encourage cyclists into dangerous road position. They 
supported gate closures in The Regent's Park and favoured Option A for Portland 
Place and Park Crescent because it would better separate cycles and bus 
passengers. 

 

Regent’s Park Cyclists  

Supported the proposals 

The organisation supported CS11 and other cycling schemes in Greater London. 
They offered their approval for The Regent’s Park gate closures, but opposed raised 
junctions, saying they are not heritage-friendly and pose a danger to cyclists due to 
the tendency of granite setts to break up. Further, it was argued that they blur the 
distinction between footway and carriageway for pedestrians, thereby increasing the 
risk of collisions. They supported raised tables in Avenue Road, but called for tables 
to have maximum 1:20 incline and be constructed of tarmac only. 

Regent’s Park Cyclists supported wide kerbs near the Zoo entrance, and called for a 
ban on vehicles dropping off at this location due to the narrowed carriageway. They 
supported the proposal to give priority for Outer Circle traffic at the junction with Park 
Square East, saying it would improve cycle safety. There was opposition though for 
wide pedestrian refuges on Outer Circle due to the pinch points they create, calling 
for longer refuges to maintain capacity. There was a request for Chester Gate to be 
made ‘left turn only’ for vehicles entering the park, and for lights to operate on 
demand only.  

The group supported Option B for Portland Place, with protected space for cycling. 
They asked for protected lanes cycle tracks Park Crescent East and West, and for 
short-stay parking to help school pick-ups and drop-offs.  

 

Stop Killing Cyclists 

Supported the proposals  

The campaign group supported the removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory and were 
in favour of preventing Regent’s Park from being used as a through route. They leant 
their support to measures aimed at slowing motor traffic speeds on Avenue Road, 
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and asked for cycle tracks where possible and supported cycle-specific traffic signals 
into The Regent’s Park.  

The group felt that better pedestrian crossings could be provided near to the Zoo and 
supported the idea of speed reduction through the park. They supported segregated 
cycling on Portland Place. 

 

Sustrans 

Supported the proposals  

Sustrans were in favour of the removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory system and for 
modal filtering on sections of Avenue Road. They were in favour of restricted access 
to The Regent’s Park and also felt that speed limits should be set at 20mph. The 
group supported Option B on Portland Place. 

The organisation was in favour of the separation of cycles at the Avenue 
Road/Adelaide Road junction, the closure of Queen’s Grove, the removal of the 
centre line markings, changes to double yellow lines, and the insetting of parking and 
loading bays. They expressed concern about the risk of ‘dooring’ accidents (in which 
the doors of parked cars are opened into cycle lanes) and asked that this be 
addressed in the scheme design.  

Sustrans expressed concern about the southbound shared bus and cycle lane on 
Finchley Road and recommended a segregated cycle lane and bus stop bypass. The 
group questioned the need for a central reservation between junctions and petitioned 
for cyclists to be exempt from the banned left-turn at College Crescent. 

 

Vision Zero London 

Supported the proposals  

The organisation supported the removal of through routes from The Regent’s Park 
and called for a 30kph speed limit in the park, not 30mph. 

 

West Hampstead Amenity and Transport 

Partially supported the proposals  

The organisation was broadly in support of the scheme, with the proviso that bus 
journeys should not be disadvantaged. They recommended significant improvements 
to pedestrian crossing points and the times allowed to complete them. 
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Attention was drawn to the apparent lack of a right turn facility for cars at Swiss 
Cottage from the southbound Finchley Road and Fitzjohn’s Avenue towards 
Hillgrove Road and Fairfax Road, and also from Belsize Park/Fitzjohn’s Avenue to 
Finchley Rd northbound. It was suggested that vehicles should be allowed to use the 
start of Avenue Road so they could loop round. 

 

Westminster Cycling Campaign 

Supported the proposals  

The campaign group pointed out that the north-south route through The Regent’s 
Park is popular already with cyclists but highlighted several issues that, in their view, 
discourage cycling: the Swiss Cottage gyratory, fast rat-running motor traffic in Outer 
Circle, and conflict between cyclists and motor vehicles on Park Crescent and 
Portland Place. They were in favour of the proposals to address these issues but 
advocated further interventions and measures than were included in the proposals.  

The group called for more gates into the park to be closed and for some to become 
permanent closures, including the North Gate. They supported the use of raised 
junctions, but felt that more could be done to address excessive traffic speeds, 
including sinusoidal humps and 20mph limits. The group was also in favour of 2-
metre semi-segregated cycle lanes and cycle parking facilities.  

The separate signal for southbound cyclists on Prince Albert Road was welcomed, 
but there was concern over the proposed width of cycle lanes. It was also noted that 
eastbound cyclists on Prince Albert Road would still be in conflict with left-turning 
traffic. 

WCC described their concern at what they considered to be the inadequacy of 
cycling provision on Park Crescent, saying advisory cycle lanes outside car parking 
bays are inappropriate.  

They opposed Option A in Portland Place, due to the assumed limitations of ASLs 
with central lead-in lanes, and highlighted the issue of double parking by parents 
picking up or setting down children outside schools. There was support for Option B, 
with the caveat that cycle lanes should be made wider. The group shared their 
concern that passengers would board or alight from buses across the northbound 
cycle track, and in this way cause conflict with cyclists.  

 

Westminster Living Streets 

Supported the proposals  
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The organisation supported the Cycle Superhighway programme and welcomed 
facilities for walking and cycling at Swiss Cottage. They called for further traffic-
calming on Avenue Road and for a 20mph speed limit throughout. The group argued 
that raised junctions are not beneficial to pedestrians or cyclists. They supported 
Option B with segregated cycle tracks, but with two-way tracks on both sides of 
Portland Place.  

 

4.21.6 Business groups 

 

Hampstead NW3 Business Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association objected to the assumed increase in motor traffic congestion that 
the scheme would bring about. They argued that the current system is adequate and 
that changes would be a waste of money.  

 

St John’s Wood Business Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association presented its view that Swiss Cottage is already adequate for 
pedestrians and has adequate leisure space. They opposed the banned left turn at 
College Crescent and called for two lanes north into Fitzjohn’s Avenue to benefit 
motor traffic.  

They felt that Avenue Road is an unsafe road for a cycle route due to many 
uncontrolled side roads that brought about a risk of collisions involving cyclists. They 
called for signalisation of the Queen’s Grove junction, rather than closure to motor 
traffic, in order to prevent St John’s Wood becoming a rat-run. 

The Association opposed gate closures in The Regent’s Park, saying they would 
create new rat runs between Chester Gate and Hanover Gate in the evening and 
between Hanover Gate and Baker Street and Gloucester Gate in the morning. There 
was a request for journey times to be measured between Portland Place to Brent 
Cross. 
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4.21.7 Businesses, employers and venues 

 

2 Avenue Road Ltd leaseholders 

Did not support the proposals  

The group opposed the scheme because they felt it would cause inconvenience to 
local residents and diminish the value of properties.   

 

Active 360 

Supported the proposals 

Active 360 supported more cycling provision and a reduction in motor traffic through 
The Regent’s Park.  

 

AK Design & Print  

Did not support the proposals  

The company opposed the removal of daytime parking and loading on Harben 
Parade due to the assumed impacts on trade for local businesses. They pointed out 
that it would be difficult to drop off or pick up items from AK Design & Print or other 
nearby businesses. They suggested that a cycle lane in the middle of the 
carriageway rather than at its kerbs would be preferable.  

 

Alpha Dealing  

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The business supported cycling, but opposed gate closures in The Regent’s Park, 
due to the expected displacement of traffic onto Park Road and Baker Street. They 
called for cycle routes through Primrose Hill and the east side of The Regents Park. 

 

Craig & Co (Props) Ltd 

Did not support the proposals 

59 



This organisation objected on grounds that not enough cyclists use this route to 
justify interventions that would disadvantage motor traffic, including buses. They 
suggested an alternative route via Primrose Hill, using only the eastern part of Outer 
Circle. The provision of cycling facilities on Portland Place was considered to be 
unnecessary.  

Craigewan Consulting Ltd 

Partially supported the proposals 

The company was in support of the principle of improving cycling provision, but 
called for more information on the impacts of the scheme in Swiss Cottage and St 
John’s Wood. They expressed concern over the impact of the gyratory removal on 
minor roads in St John’s Wood, in particular Ordnance Hill, Norfolk Road, Acacia 
Road and Avenue Road. They questioned why Finchley Road had not been included 
in the scheme. The company had misgivings over the potential for traffic 
reassignment caused by the closure of Queen’s Grove and asked for more localised 
traffic modelling information to be made available. There was further concern over 
the removal of parking and loading from Finchley Road north of Swiss Cottage.  

East London Fixed 

Supported the proposals 

The company supported the scheme, apart from the proposed raised junctions in 
The Regent’s Park. They supported Option B in Portland Place. 

Essential Living - 100 Avenue Road 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The organisation supported changes to Avenue Road but asked for more information 
on the implications for the junction of Eton Avenue with Avenue Road in front of 100 
Avenue Road, and in particular the public realm works proposed as part of its 
Section 106 Agreement. They asked to be informed of the potential construction 
programme for the CS11 scheme. 

EVF Ltd 

Did not support the proposals 
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EVF opposed traffic plans for Swiss Cottage due to the potential impacts on motor 
traffic and presented the opinion that cycle provision should be routed elsewhere. 
They objected to gate closures in The Regent’s Park and asked for additional lighting 
in Outer Circle instead, along with a dedicated cycle lane. 

Finn & Co 

Did not support the proposals 

Finn & Co opposed on grounds of negative motor traffic impacts and increased 
danger to cyclists. They called for funding to be diverted into policing in Hampstead 
instead and suggested that Outer Circle motor traffic levels are currently low. 

Flying Dutchman Bikes 

Supported the proposals 

The company called for additional protected cycle tracks. 

Giant Store Camden  

Supported the proposals 

The store supported CS11 except for raised junctions in The Regent’s Park. 

Granada School of Motoring 

Did not support the proposals 

The company was concerned that the scheme would make pick up and drop off 
impossible in this area and therefore have a significant negative impact on local 
business interests. 

Hadleigh Residential  

Did not support the proposals 

The organisation opposed making Avenue Road cycle and bus only, and reducing 
the motor traffic capacity of Swiss Cottage. 
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J-Mimeh 

Did not support the proposals 

J-Mimeh objected due to the perceived increase in congestion. 

 

Jasco 

Did not support the proposals  

Jasco opposed on the grounds of increased congestion, and observed that The 
Regent’s Park already safe for cycling. 

 

John Forbes Consulting  

Supported the proposals 

The company felt that reduced motor traffic in The Regent’s Park would be a benefit 
to all Londoners and called for further reductions to parking provision. 

 

John Lewis 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The organisation supported the scheme but expressed concern about journey times 
in the vicinity of proposed changes. 

There was further concern that the scheme could affect scheduled store deliveries 
and online deliveries in the area. It was argued that traffic modelling should have 
taken into consideration the impacts of HS2 construction. 

It was felt that there should be an extension to consultation period to allow further 
examination of traffic modelling. 

 

Masston Ltd 

Did not support the proposals 

The organisation submitted the ‘unknown campaign 1’ response (see Appendix D)  
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Newman & Co 

Did not support the proposals 

The company objected to the scheme’s perceived impact on motor traffic in North 
London.  

Nyman Libson Paul 

Did not support the proposals 

Opposed due to perceived impacts on motor traffic journey times on Finchley Road 
and Fitzjohn’s Avenue, which, it was felt, would affect staff, business owners, clients 
and deliveries. The example of Thames Water road works in this area was used to 
demonstrate the apparent lack of resilience in the Swiss Cottage road network. 
Opposition was put forward for potential disruption to the school run in Fitzjohn's 
Avenue and Frognal, and more information was requested on the implications for the 
area between Swiss Cottage and Golders Green. The company was opposed to 
changes to bus lanes north of Swiss Cottage and to the restriction of motor vehicles 
in Outer Circle, due to the presumed reassignment of traffic to Baker Street and 
Camden Town. They suggested speed restriction measures instead of road 
closures.  

One Swift Move 

Did not support the proposals 

The company argued that the scheme favoured cycling over other transport modes 
and were concerned by the prospect of road works around Swiss Cottage causing 
issues for motorists and pedestrians. They called for cycle lanes in Outer Circle 
instead of gate closures.  

Pilates on the Hill 

Did not support the proposals 

The company was concerned about the impact on motor traffic in Finchley Road and 
Fitzjohn’s Avenue. They suggested that minor roads would suffer increased 
congestion and pollution, making cycling dangerous and affecting the school run in 
Hampstead. 
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Posners the Floor Store 

Did not support the proposals 

The business objected, saying proposals would harm trade as well as the character 
of Swiss Cottage and St John’s Wood. They called for the removal of bus routes and 
better enforcement of red routes. It was suggested that local jobs would be at risk if 
the scheme goes ahead. 

Pretorius Bikes & Cycle Club 

Supported the proposals 

The organisation supported gate closures in The Regent’s Park, but not raised 
junctions. They expressed a preference for Option B in Portland Place. 

RHW estates 

Did not support the proposals 

The organisation opposed on the grounds of increased motor traffic congestion, and 
referred to the example of recent Thames Water repair works to highlight the 
disruption that can be caused to the local area if the road network has reduced 
capacity. 

St John’s Wood Interiors 

Did not support the proposals 

The company expressed its concern that the scheme would discourage customers 
from driving to High Street. They opposed changes to bus services and felt that the 
scheme would have a detrimental impact on commuter journeys.   

SND Enterprises Ltd 

Partially supported the proposals 

The company supported the principle of reducing motor traffic in The Regent’s Park, 
which they felt would benefit all park users. There was opposition though for the 
proposed raised junctions, and a preference for speed limit enforcement instead. 
The company objected to HGVs in the park and also called for safer junctions on 
Portland Place, to protect against risks from HGVs. 
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Square One  

Did not support the proposals 

Square One said the scheme would increase congestion and collision, reducing 
quality of life. They objected to gate closures and argued that displaced traffic would 
congest smaller roads.   

 

Square Solve 

Partially supported the proposals 

Square Solve supported measures to encourage cycling and walking. They called for 
wider footways, new paving and decluttering on Finchley Road. The response 
included objections to speed cameras or parking enforcement, and requested more 
parking spaces in The Regent’s Park. 

 

Tiddlywinks & Ben’s Ltd  

Did not support the proposals 

The company took the view that these proposals were not properly thought out and a 
waste of money, with the potential to cause increased traffic congestion as well as 
gangs congregating on Avenue Road. They argued that cyclists often pose a safety 
risk to themselves and other road users.  

 

West Hampstead Acupuncture 

Did not support the proposals 

The company expressed concern about potential increases in congestion and air 
pollution. They said the route is already cycle-friendly and that this scheme would 
harm small businesses and discriminate against the disabled and elderly. 

 

Witteveen & Bos UK Ltd 

Supported the proposals (interpreted from comments) 

The company praised new cycling infrastructure in London, and argued that 
business growth depended on increased cycling infrastructure.  
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Zoological Society of London (London Zoo) 

Did not support the proposals 

The Society supported the aims of reducing speed, collisions, through traffic and 
promoting visitor safety, but expressed concern about the expected effects on visitor 
numbers at the zoo. In particular, it was felt that changes to bus routes and 
potentially increased journey times, as well as restricted access to coaches, would 
reduce the number of educational and group visitors. There was further concern 
about the viability of deliveries before 10am to two service gates in Outer Circle.  

The Society brought attention to the potential effects of these proposals in 
conjunction with HS2’s proposal to use the Gloucester Slips car park as a lorry-
holding area, introducing lorry traffic to the Regent’s Park area. They asked for 
underlying traffic flow data related to the scheme. 

 

4.21.8 Local interest groups 

 

Belsize Residents' Association 

Did not support the proposals  

The Association welcomed general moves towards improving provision for cycling 
and walking, but expressed concern that the scheme would increase bus journey 
times. They requested sight of plans from Brent Cross to the West End. 

 

Belsize Square Synagogue 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The Synagogue expressed concern about the potential effects of the scheme on 
visitors, in particular increased journey times and banned turns at College Crescent. 
They were also concerned by the prospect of delays during construction. 

 

Camden Civic Society  

Partially supported the scheme  

The Society voiced their concern about motor traffic displacement, and the potential 
for slower journeys and increased pollution. They called for the Swiss Cottage 
gyratory changes to be abandoned if they increase congestion, and used the 
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example of recent Thames Water works to illustrate the congestion impacts that are 
brought about when road capacity is reduced.  

The Society supported reduced motor traffic in Outer Circle, but had misgivings over 
displaced motor traffic on Parkway. It was noted that Park Village East will be closed 
for six years for the construction of HS2 and that Albany Street would be closed at 
times. They requested more information on where motor traffic would go during the 
construction of HS2, and suggested that more trees should be planted. 

Campaign to Protect Rural England, London Branch 

Supported the proposals 

The Campaign welcomed improvements for cycling but called for 24/7 gate closures 
around the park. It was suggested that painted road markings in the park should be 
replaced with features that are in keeping with the general heritage setting. There 
was also a request for clearer park boundary signage and combined parking and 
speed zone signs. 

Chester Close South Residents’ Company Ltd 

The Organisation said that Outer Circle is wide enough to accommodate 
pedestrians, cyclists and motor traffic, with a dedicated cycle lane. It also argued that 
the park was not designed to provide for sports cyclists.  

The view was put forward that the consultation was flawed as only part of CS11 is 
being considered and did not account for HS2. The proposals for pedestrian safety 
were also criticised. The organisation predicted damaging impacts on Chester Gate 
and Albany Street. It was requested that the proposals should be withdrawn. 

Chester Terrace Residents’ Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association voiced expressed the opinion that the scheme would cause 
congestion in Swiss Cottage, St John’s Wood and Primrose Hill, with negative 
impacts on pollution levels. They suggested dedicated cycle lanes on all scheme 
roads as an alternative to the cycling measures included in the proposals.   

They expressed concern that changes to the Swiss Cottage gyratory would cause 
congestion in South Hampstead, St John’s Wood, Swiss Cottage, Belsize Park and 
Hampstead. It was also argued that the impact of the scheme on Albany Street 
would be to slow buses, including the C2 service. 
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The Association opposed the closure of the junction of Queen’s Grove and Avenue 
Road, which it said would create new rat-runs along Ordnance Hill, Norfolk Road, 
Acacia Road, Allitsen Road and roads parallel to Avenue Road. They called for more 
information on traffic modelling in this area. 

It was argued that The Regent’s Park gate closures would worsen conditions for 
cyclists and pedestrians in the park, on the assumption that there would be more 
motor traffic using Outer Circle to avoid congestion on Park Road, Prince Albert 
Road and Albany Street. 

Church Row and Perrins Walk Neighbourhood Forum 

Did not support the proposals (interpreted by comments) 

The Forum called for the scheme to be abandoned, including any possible future 
extension to Brent Cross. It was argued that CS11 should instead use minor roads 
through NW3’s “Educational Park”, with motor traffic encouraged to use major roads. 

It was claimed that the scheme does not provide significant benefits for cyclists in 
The Regent’s Park or link with other cycle routes. The forum felt that the scheme 
would penalise other road users, increase traffic congestion, and push motor traffic 
into residential streets. They also suggested that the scheme fails to account for 
school run traffic or HGV movements. They were concerned by the potential delays 
to emergency services vehicles.  

Church Row Association 

Did not support the proposals (interpreted from comments) 

The Association said that the consultation was flawed and should be withdrawn. In 
their view the existing cycle provision is adequate and CS11 does not offer cyclists 
significant benefits. They expressed concern the scheme would increase traffic 
congestion and air pollution.  

Elsworthy Residents’ Association 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The Association drew attention to local opposition to the proposals. It expressed 
concern about potential impacts on Finchley Road and its local shops and amenities. 
There was a suggestion that changes at the north end of Avenue Road would make 
the closure of North Gate unnecessary. The Association highlighted construction 
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projects in this area, and expressed dismay that these had not been accounted for in 
the planning of CS11. 

Eyre Estate Residents’ Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association was in favour of extra signage, safety cameras, and raised tables in 
The Regent’s Park. They suggested that Outer Circle is already safe for all road 
users and called for a cycle route via Charlbert Bridge and St John’s Wood Park, 
with cyclists walking where the path became too narrow. 

They opposed seven-day gate closures because it would be inconvenient for 
weekend drivers accessing the park. They also criticised the CS11 modelling, which 
they felt disregarded other projects such as 100 Avenue Road, the Barracks 
development and HS2.  

The Firs (Management) Ltd 

Did not support the proposals 

The company objected to the perceived increase in congestion associated with the 
scheme, particularly between North London and the city centre. They expressed 
concern about motor traffic displacement to smaller roads across the scheme, and 
reduced access to amenities in The Regent’s Park. It was suggested that families, 
employed people, the middle aged and elderly would all be disproportionately 
affected by the scheme. 

Fitzrovia Neighbourhood Association 

Partially supported the proposals 

The Association welcomed motor traffic reduction in The Regent's Park as beneficial 
to visitors and recreation, and called for gates to be closed 24/7. They were 
concerned by the potential for traffic displacement into minor roads, with negative 
impacts on residents, pedestrians and cyclists. They asked for a 20mph speed limit 
in Outer Circle.  

Hampstead Cricket Club, Colts section 

Partially supported the proposals 
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The Club explained that by not allowing vehicle access to the Outer Circle after 
3.00pm it would become “virtually impossible” to use this cricket venue. It was 
suggested that the Club might have to reduce the number of league sides as a 
consequence of this change. 

Harley House (Marylebone) Management 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The organisation said that residents of Harley House should be categorised as “park 
residents”, with access during periods of park gate closures. They opposed possible 
further cycling lanes down Brunswick Place due to narrow widths and heavy usage 
by residents for access and parking. 

Hawtrey Road Residents’ Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association opposed the scheme on grounds of increased air pollution and 
congestion. They called for more information on impacts, and recommended that the 
scheme be cancelled. 

Kent Terrace Residents’ Association 

Did not support the proposals 

It was argued that cycling demand in the area did not justify disruption to motor traffic 
and that queuing in Baker Street would damage the environment.  

The Association opposed removing general traffic lanes at Swiss Cottage and took 
the view that there was little demand for a crossing from the library to the centre of 
the existing gyratory. 

They expressed their opposition to gate closures in The Regent’s Park, saying roads 
were wide enough and safe for cycling. They were in favour of 20 mph speed limits 
with average speed cameras instead of traffic restrictions.  

International Students House 

Partially supported the proposals 
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The organisation expressed concern about sports cyclists using Outer Circle as a 
'velodrome' and the impacts of this on pedestrian safety. They called for a minimum 
of 20 raised tables in the park to discourage speed cycling.  

 

Lindfield and Langland Gardens Residents’ Association 

Did not support the proposals  

The Association objected to closing Avenue Road and to changes to Finchley Road. 
They were also opposed to the closure of gates into The Regent’s Park and stated 
the opinion that cycle routes should follow minor roads. They opposed banned turns 
on College Crescent. 

 

Lindfield and Langland Neighbourhood Association 

Did not support the proposals  

The Association supported the principle of increasing cycling and reducing motor 
traffic but suggested that cyclists should be encouraged to use side roads, away 
from pollution and danger on main roads. They were concerned about the costs of 
the scheme and what they felt to be insufficient traffic modelling data. 

The response included various suggestions for the area such as car clubs, cycle 
training and more pedestrian crossings. 

The Association was opposed to a reduction in motor traffic capacity at Swiss 
Cottage due to the potential for congestion it could cause. They also had misgivings 
about rat-running in nearby minor roads, along with impacts on emergency response 
times. They took the view that the people most affected by the changes would be 
fare-paying passengers or tax-paying motorists. They called for proposals to be 
halted until more data was available and consultation more widely publicised.  

 

Marylebone Association 

Did not support the proposals  

The Association opposed the proposals and cited their concern that the consultation 
did not include adequate traffic counts for the gates leading into The Regent’s Park 
and did not take into consideration the potential effects of the construction of HS2. In 
the Association’s view the Outer Circle already provides sufficient space for the 
traffic that uses it, and that restricting access to it would cause congestion on other 
roads. The Association asked for the proposals to be significantly revised.   
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Marylebone Cricket Club 

Partially supported the proposals 

The MCC expressed its support for active travel, and for the underlying principles of 
CS11.  They suggested that a more compelling case for the scheme could be made 
if it was first demonstrated that the effects of projects such as HS2 had been fully 
considered in advance.   

Netherhall Residents Association 

Did not support proposals 

The Association criticised the proposals on the basis that traffic modelling had not 
taken into account HS2, 100 Avenue Road, Ordnance Hill Barracks, Albany Street 
Barracks and the Baker Street two-way road scheme. It was suggested that another 
consultation should take place, with an opportunity to comment on more complete 
modelling.  

It was felt that banned turns at College Crescent would lead to Arkwright Road and 
others being used as ‘rat runs’ and that congestion around Swiss Cottage would 
increase. The organisation was opposed to pedestrian crossings at the junction of 
Avenue Road and Prince Albert Road on the basis that they would cause an 
increase in congestion. There was opposition to the proposed closure of gates 
surrounding The Regent’s Park because of the probability of traffic being displaced 
onto other roads. The Association also criticised the effects of the proposals on bus 
services. 

Platts Lane Residents Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association was concerned that the scheme would encourage drivers to use 
residential roads in the neighbourhoods of Child’s Hill and North Hampstead as a 
way of avoiding congested or restricted roads. It was suggested that it would be 
better to construct CS11 on mainly residential roads and to encourage motorists to 
use busier roads such as Finchley Road. The organisation drew attention to the 
apparent lack of pedestrian crossings on Finchley Road and suggested that the 
effect of CS11 would be to make conditions worse for pedestrians in that area. They 
asked for more information on the impacts of the scheme and for the publication of 
an equality impact assessment. 
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Portland Place School 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The school asked that the needs of its staff and pupils be accounted for when 
planning pedestrian crossings and cycle lanes in the area. Concerns were raised 
over cyclists disobeying traffic lights and causing risks to children and parents on or 
near crossings. 

 

Primfield Management Ltd and Oslo Court Residents Association 

Did not support the proposals 

The Association suggested that notification of the consultation to interested parties 
had not been sufficiently comprehensive and that this undermined the process as a 
whole. It was suggested that the scheme favoured cyclists and would cause 
congestion to increase throughout the area. Attention was drawn to the potential 
health impacts to local people- in particular older people and children- caused by 
increased pollution from motor vehicles. The Association took the view that cycle 
lanes should not take up road space but use footways, as is the case in other 
European cities. The Association was also opposed to what they perceived to be 
disadvantages caused to park visitors, including the removal of places to park 
vehicles.  

 

Primrose Hill Conservation Area Advisory Committee 

Did not support the proposals  

The Committee advocated the introduction of a 20mph speed limit in Outer Circle, 
which they suggested would be particularly important to the safety of CS11 because 
if general traffic volumes in the park are reduced there would be greater 
opportunities to drive at high speeds. The response included critical statements 
about the assumed failure to factor the effects of HS2 into the plans for CS11. It was 
argued that the long construction period of HS2 would increase traffic levels on 
roads that are either included in the CS11 route or that would receive traffic 
displaced by CS11. The Committee asked for further modelling information related to 
the scheme, including the effects on bus routes. There was support in principle for 
the closure of gates into The Regent’s Park but only on a trial basis, with the plans to 
be reviewed after one year’s operation. Similarly, the Committee supported in 
principle the use of raised junctions but expressed their expectation that the design 
of these and other features of the scheme should respect the heritage aspirations of 
the park.  
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Queen's College, London 

Supported the proposals 

The College objected to peak-hour gate closures due to the impact on five schools in 
Portland Place and on the delivery of perishable items that need to arrive before 
11am. They supported option B in Portland Place.  

 

Regent's Park Conservation Area Advisory Committee 

Did not support the proposals  

The Committee advocated the introduction of a 20mph speed limit in Outer Circle, 
which they suggested would be particularly important to the safety of CS11 because 
if general traffic volumes in the park are reduced there would be greater 
opportunities to drive at high speeds. The response included critical statements 
about the assumed failure to factor the effects of HS2 into the plans for CS11. It was 
argued that the long construction period of HS2 would increase traffic levels on 
roads that are either included in the CS11 route or that would receive traffic 
displaced by CS11. The Committee asked for further modelling information related to 
the scheme, including the effects on bus routes. There was support in principle for 
the closure of gates into The Regent’s Park but only on a trial basis, with the plans to 
be reviewed after one year’s operation. Similarly, the Committee supported in 
principle the use of raised junctions but expressed their expectation that the design 
of these and other features of the scheme should respect the heritage aspirations of 
the park.  

 

Regent’s Park Tenants and Residents Association 

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The Association was in favour of a 20mph speed limit in Outer Circle and expressed 
concern that reducing motor traffic volumes in the park could encourage higher 
speeds from those vehicles that were able to use it. They asked for more information 
on the effects of HS2 on local roads, and called for more modelling data about the 
scheme, including its impacts on bus services. The committee voiced its concern 
that CS11 would lead to higher congestion levels on nearby roads and that this 
would have a negative effect on pollution levels.   

The organisation explained that improved pedestrian access to the park was of 
particular importance to them, and suggested that a signal controlled crossing of the 
Outer Circle north of Chester Gate would be especially useful to the residents of The 
Regent’s Park Estate. It was suggested that the scheme would encourage the use of 
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Outer Circle by speed cyclists and that this posed a risk to the overall safety of the 
park and the people that visit it.    

 

Residents of 82 Portland Place  

No opinion (interpreted from comments) 

The residents did not support either option for Portland Place and argued that the 
current conditions are satisfactory for cycling. It was suggested that Option A could 
be improved if the pedestrian crossing proposals are changed. There was concern 
that the provision of parking spaces could be reduced. The residents explained that 
the particular circumstances of a two-way, two-lane road with a central reservation 
did not favour pedestrian crossings at the junction of Devonshire Street and Portland 
Place junction due to permitted U-turns.  

 

Royal College of Physicians 

Supported the proposals  

The College supported measures to increase active travel and reduce motor traffic. 
Reference was made to a report that the College had recently co-authored on the 
health impacts of air pollution. 

 

Saint Christina's School 

Did not support the proposals 

The School submitted text from the ‘unknown campaign 1’ response (see 
Appendix D) 

 

Save Swiss Cottage Action Group (SSCAG)  

Did not support the proposals  

The group objected to the proposed changes to the gyratory at Swiss Cottage on the 
basis that the funds could be applied to other projects and issues instead and that 
substantial sums of money had been spent on the existing gyratory system in the 
1960s. It was suggested that cycle lanes could be installed on footways instead of 
carriageways and that the weight of public opinion against CS11 should be heeded.  
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St Marylebone Society 

Supported the proposals  

The Society supported CS11 as part of broader strategy to reduce car use and 
improve air quality, saying the air in Marylebone is heavily polluted, and action must 
be taken to improve the situation.  

They said Swiss Cottage gyratory is currently polluted, dangerous and inhospitable 
to cyclists and pedestrians. There was support for the proposed public realm 
improvements close to the Swiss Cottage library, but the Society pointed out that this 
should be carefully considered so that the area was not dominated by the presence 
of buses. There was also a request for disabled parking places to be built into the 
designs so that access to local amenities could be improved.  

It was suggested that schools would benefit from less pollution on Avenue Road, 
once traffic restrictions had been implemented, but the Society also asked that 
concerns about displaced traffic in minor roads should be addressed.  

 

They said the gate closures in Regent’s Park would contribute to improved air quality 
due to reduced through motor traffic, making the area cleaner, greener and quieter. 
They expressed the view that Outer Circle should be made welcoming to all cyclists, 
including hand-cyclists. They expressed concerns about proposed raised tables at 
pedestrian crossings, because they can cause pedestrians danger by creating 
ambiguity over rights of way. There were calls for speed enforcement in park, but 
concerns that signs and cameras could damage the heritage aesthetic. They 
expressed support for, and offered to work on, educational initiatives designed to 
improve the behaviour of all road users in the park. 

The Society expressed concern about motor traffic displacement to nearby minor 
roads, and called for traffic management to mitigate the impacts, keeping motor 
traffic to major roads. They expressed support f or the TfL traffic-modelling process in 
that it included the Baker Street two-way scheme and would include HS2. 

 

St John’s Wood Society 

Did not support the proposals 

The Society supported the principle of Cycle Superhighways but  considered the 
CS11 proposals to be flawed, and called for them to be withdrawn until more 
information on HS2 impacts. They took issue with the failure to model HS2 and St 
John’s Wood Barracks development into the plans for CS11 and expressed concern 
that modelled traffic times were not accurate. The Society had reservations over the  
assumed increase in congestion on Finchley Road, Wellington Road and Park Road. 
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They also expressed concern about the lack of a right turn off Marylebone Road, 
which they felt would increase congestion, air pollution and rat-running in St John’s 
Wood. 

The organisation rejected the idea of making Avenue Road bus, pedestrian and 
cycle only, due to the potential for congestion and rat-running. 

The Society said consultation leaflets had not been delivered to all residents in St 
John’s Wood. 

 

Friends of Regent's Park and Primrose Hill  

No opinion  

The group argued that Outer Circle is already safe for commuter cyclists but agreed 
that the park could be improved if through traffic is reduced. They opposed the 
closure of four gates from 3.00pm until 11.00am and preferred speed reduction 
instead, which they argued would have less of a negative impact on Park 
businesses. They called for signs, a 20mph speed limit, and physical measures to 
slow vehicles.  

The organisation objected to gate closure times, proposing that they should be 
opened from 10.00am to 4.30pm weekdays and all weekend. They supported the 
installation of speed cameras if discreetly sited. 

The group called for signalised pedestrian crossings at Chester Gate, Kent Passage, 
Charlbert Street and Primrose Hill Bridge to improve safety. They also asked for 
widened pedestrian crossings. 

 

Viceroy Court residents 

Did not support the proposals  

The residents expressed concern about the potential for increased congestion, 
particularly in Prince Albert Road, Avenue Road and Wellington Road. They 
submitted a petition of 25 names. 
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4.22 Petitions and campaigns 
Petitions involve people adding their names to either a paper or electronic list, 
backing the views of the petition organiser. Campaigns involve people copying text 
from another individual or group, and submitting this text as all or part of their 
response. We have reported the nine campaigns and petitions identified as part of 
the CS11 consultation below. 

For copies of the original text for the petitions and campaigns listed below, please go 
to Appendix D.  

4.22.1 Petitions  

Stop CS11 petition 

A petition of 3,873 names was submitted to us on 20 April 2016 by the Stop CS11 
campaign. Petition signatures were collected via www.change.org/p/transport-for-
london-stop-transport-for-london-s-ill-planned-cycle-superhighway-11-scheme-in-
north-london, which also provided signators with the option to leave a comment. 
1,400 comments were submitted with the petition, and the issues raised in those 
comments have been analysed separately in Appendix B. 

The petition text objected to the scheme on the grounds that it would cause “total 
gridlock” across a wide area, that the scheme was “deliberately designed to cause 
maximum road congestion” to encourage people to cycle instead, and that the 
proposals would destroy “some of the nicest, greenest areas of London”. The full 
petition text can be seen in Appendix D and viewed online. 

We do not aggregate petition responses with consultation responses because the 
former have been submitted in response to information and arguments put forward 
by a petitioner. Consultation responses are, in the main, submitted in response to 
consultation materials. However, every petition comment was read and analysed 
using the same methodology used to analyse consultation comments. 

The main issues raised in the petition comments are listed below: 

Issue Total 

Proposals would increase motor traffic congestion  478 

Road users other than cyclists have not been adequately considered 186 

Negative impact of motor traffic congestion on local businesses 91 

Impact on school run, particularly around Hampstead and Fitzjohn’s Avenue 81 

Predicted increase in motorist journey times due to congestion 61 

Increase in air pollution caused by increase motor traffic congestion 61 

Predicted increase in ‘rat-running’ in nearby minor roads 53 

Scheme not justified as cyclists do not pay for roads and not registered  42 
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Negative impacts on disabled people due to reduced ability to drive 42 

Cyclists do not obey Highway Code, such as red traffic lights 34 

 
The petition was still open on 28 July 2016, and the number of signatures had risen 
to 4,323. 

St John’s Wood retailers petition 

A petition of 258 names was submitted by St John’s Wood retailers and supporters, 
objecting to CS11. The petitioners also expressed support for the ‘Stop CS11’ 
petition (see above). 

Regent’s Park Cyclists petition 

A petition of 59 names was submitted supporting CS11 in principle, but objecting to 
the proposed raised junctions in The Regent’s Park on the grounds that they would 
cause danger to cyclists and pedestrians. 

Viceroy Court residents petition 

A petition of 25 names was submitted by residents of Viceroy Court, objecting to 
CS11 on the grounds that the scheme would increase motor traffic congestion and 
rat-running in nearby minor roads. 

4.22.2 Campaigns  

Unidentified campaign 1 

421 responses comprised a single sentence saying “I support the proposals fully with 
the exception of the raised tables in Regent’s Park”. 

Regent’s Park Cyclists campaign 

205 responses used text from the Regent’s Park Cyclists’ website, expressing 
concern about the proposed use of raised junctions in Outer Circle on the grounds 
that this type of intervention is dangerous to cycling, particularly if granite setts are 
used in the raised tables due to the difficulty in maintaining ‘heritage’ materials. 
Respondents also expressed concern that raised tables cause confusion for 
pedestrians, making it more likely that they would walk into the carriageway. The 
template text also commented on other areas of the scheme, such as changes to the 
footways at the Zoo entrance. 
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London Cycling Campaign (LCC) 

120 people submitted a response saying they backed the LCC’s feedback on our 
scheme, which included calls for wider cycle lanes/tracks; 20mph; safer junctions for 
cycling; motor traffic reduction on Avenue Road; closure of The Regent’s Park gates 
at all times; an improved Option B on Portland Place; and CS11 to continue north of 
Swiss Cottage. 

Unidentified campaign 2 

17 responses objected to the consultation on the grounds that the consultation was 
flawed and insufficient information was provided for people to make an informed 
decision on the proposals. They also objected to the potential for increased 
congestion and other perceived negative outcomes such as impacts on pedestrians 
and air pollution. 

Campaign by Stop CS11 

15 responses from Stop CS11 objected to the scheme’s potential impact on local 
and regional motor traffic, the quality of the consultation, the Regent’s Park gate 
closures, removal of the Swiss Cottage gyratory, impacts on elderly/disabled 
residents and the school run. 

Unidentified campaign 3 

5 responses said CS11 would cause a breach of the 2004 Traffic Management Act, 
which calls for the relevant authority “to maintain the expeditious movement of all 
traffic”.  

4.23 Summary of comments from events 
We held five drop-in sessions and attended four public meetings about CS11 (see 
Section 2.8.6. The main themes or issues to emerge from these events and 
meetings were: 

• Understanding of the details of the scheme, with attendees requesting 
clarification of some elements of the proposals 

• Motor traffic impacts along the route and surrounding roads 

• Potential banned turns and the impacts of them 

• Explanation of what benefits there would be to cycling and walking 

• Some attendees visited the events to register their opposition  
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4.24 Social media activity 
We publicised the consultation online through the @TfL Twitter feed. Tweets 
reminded readers of the consultation period, upcoming drop-in sessions, and 
provided a link to the consultation web page. @TfL has 1.42 million followers. 

Campaigns for and against the proposal used social media to promote their own 
petitions and to highlight their views on the scheme. Twitter users discussed and 
retweeted views and opinions about the scheme, and some put forward suggested 
answers to consultation questions.  

Facebook pages were used by some people to debate the pros and cons of the 
scheme.  

4.25 Comments on the consultation 
2176 (35%) respondents answered the question asking for feedback on the 
consultation. Below, we report the most significant issues raised. For detailed 
analysis of the comments on the consultation, see Appendix A.  

• Some respondents rated the consultation materials positively, complimenting 
the materials in the leaflet and on the website  

• Some respondents said information was missing from the consultation, such 
as information about the benefits to walking and cycling  

• There was some dissatisfaction with the consultation publicity, with complaints 
about leaflets not being delivered correctly or distributed broadly enough 

• There were concerns that traffic modelling information was flawed or 
insufficient, and failed to account properly for the impact of other major 
schemes in the area such as HS2 construction, planned developments in 
Avenue Road/St John’s Wood, and Baker Street two-way operation 

• There was some dissatisfaction with the timing of the consultation, with some 
saying plans were no longer at a formative stage and so consultation was too 
late, while other said plans for CS11 plans were incomplete and on that basis 
consultation was premature 

• Some respondents called for the consultation period to be extended due to 
what they saw as insufficient time to publicise the consultation widely or 
consider the complex proposals  
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5. Conclusion and next steps
We received 6,270 responses to our consultation, of which 60% supported or 
partially supported our proposals. 37% did not support them, while 3% said they 
were not sure or did not give an opinion. 

The consultation generated a wide range of views towards the proposals, which we 
will continue to review in order to help us determine the best way forward. We also 
continue to discuss the potential impacts of the proposals with key stakeholders.  

We plan to publish our response to issues raised and announce our decision on how 
to proceed later in 2016. 
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Appendix A: Detailed analysis of comments 
All respondents were invited to provide comments through our open questions, but 
none of these open questions were mandatory. In this appendix we summarise the 
issues that were raised in these comments. 

For each question, we list the non-specific comments first, followed by the main 
analysis of themes in descending order of frequency, followed by comments on parts 
of the route outside this question, followed by comments on the consultation. 

All percentages given below are calculated from all 6,270 consultation respondents, 
including stakeholders. 

Question 2: ‘Do you have any comments on our overall proposals 
for CS11?’ 
We invited all respondents to comment on the overall proposals. 5,159 respondents 
answered this question, and the issues raised are described below. Percentages are 
calculated from all 6,270 consultation respondents. 

This question also attracted a large number of campaign responses, and we have 
set out below which texts were submitted and how often.  

Campaign responses 

There were 849 (14%) campaign responses within the overall proposal question: 

• 421 (7%) were from an unknown campaign 1

• 205 (3%) were from Regent's Park Cyclists

• 195 (3%) were from the London Cycling Campaign

• 15 (<1%) were from Stop CS11

• 7 (<1%) were from an unknown campaign 2

• 6 (<1%) were from an unknown campaign 3

Transcripts of these campaign responses can be found in Appendix D. 

Non-specific comments 

412 (7%) respondents provided a non-specific general comment on the overall 
proposals: 

83 



• 297 (5%) respondents provided a non-specific positive comment such as 
"great" 

• 115 (2%) respondents provided a non-specific negative comment such as 
"terrible" 

Impact on motor traffic 

1,928 (32%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
motor traffic: 

• 1,349 (21%) said the proposals would increase motor traffic congestion, with 
the following sub-sets of respondents naming a road or area where it was felt 
this would occur:  

o 182 (3%) respondents said Swiss Cottage (15 respondents were part 
of the Stop CS11 campaign) 

o 175 (3%) respondents said Finchley Road 
o 158 (3%) respondents said St John's Wood (15 respondents were part 

of the Stop CS11 campaign) 
o 110 (2% respondents said Hampstead (15 respondents were part of 

the Stop CS11 campaign) 
o 68 (1%) respondents said Primrose Hill 
o 51 (1%) respondents said Belsize Park 
o 44 (<1%) respondents said Prince Albert Road 
o 43 (<1%) respondents said Albany Street 
o 40 (1%) respondents said North London 
o 32 (1%) respondents said Park Road 
o 29 (<1%) respondents said Camden 
o 22 (<1%) respondents said Loudon Road 
o 18 (<1%) respondents said Baker Street 
o 13 (<1%) respondents said Acacia Road 
o 12 (<1%) respondents said Marylebone Road 
o 11 (<1%) respondents said Norfolk Road 
o 8 (<1%) respondents said Albany Road 
o 3 (<1%) respondents said Avenue Road 
o 3 <1%) respondents said Euston Road 

• 879 (14%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
vehicular mobility and access: 
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o 396 (6%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
residents 

• 347 (6%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on parents and 
on people taking part in the ‘school run’, particularly journeys in and around 
the high density of schools in Fitzjohn's Avenue and Hampstead (15 
respondents were part of the Stop CS11 campaign and 7 respondents were 
part of ‘unknown campaign 2’) 

o 200 (3%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on the 
mobility of disabled people (15 respondents were part of Stop CS11 
campaign)  

o 148 (2%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
businesses (15 respondents were part of Stop CS11 campaign)  

• 310 (5%) respondents said there would be an increase in rat-running in minor 
roads (15 respondents were part of the Stop CS11 campaign and 7 
respondents were part of unknown campaign 2) 

• 286 (5%) respondents said motorist journey times would increase (15 
respondents were part of the Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 167 (3%) respondents highlighted recent Thames Water works, saying these 
showed how much motor traffic congestion the scheme would cause 

• 115 (2%) respondents said the scheme would not reduce motor vehicle use 

• 109 (2%) respondents said the proposals would reduce motor traffic 
congestion 

• 70 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase emergency response 
times (7 were identified as part of ‘unknown campaign 2’) 

• 34 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase journey times in and 
out of London 

• 26 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be generally negative for 
motor traffic or motorists 

• 23 (<1%) respondents said other Cycle Superhighways had caused motor 
traffic congestion and this showed that CS11 would too 

• 20 (<1%) respondents said motor traffic journey distances would increase as 
a result of CS11, with negative impacts on vehicle emissions and journey 
times 

• 10 (<1%) respondents said there would be a negative impact on those people 
who most needed to use motor transport without naming a specific group 
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• 7 (<1%) respondents said there would be a redistribution of motor traffic 
without specifying what 

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce vehicle use by 
encouraging other modes 

Impact on cycling 

1,711 (27%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
cycling: 

• 868 (14%) respondents said they supported increasing cycling provision (of 
which 205 were identified as part of the Regent’s Park Cyclists campaign) 

• 552 (9%) respondents said they supported the London-wide Cycle 
Superhighways programme (of which 205 were identified as part of the 
Regent’s Park Cyclists campaign, 195 from London Cycle Campaign) 

• 270 (4%) respondents called for the speed limit to be reduced to 20mph to 
improve road safety (of which 195 were identified as part of the London Cycle 
Campaign) 

• 263 (4%) respondents called for more segregated cycling facilities to improve 
cycling safety 

• 255 (4%) respondents said CS11’s cycle lanes should be wider than those 
proposed (of which 195 were identified as part of the London Cycle 
Campaign) 

• 253 (4%) respondents said junctions needed to be designed to be safer for 
cycling (of which 195 were identified as part of the London Cycle Campaign) 

• 236 (4%) respondents called for improved connections between CS11 and 
other cycle routes (of which 195 were identified as part of the London Cycle 
Campaign) 

• 143 (2%) respondents said the proposals, or particular features of the 
proposals, would increase the dangers of cycling. Issues raised included 
speed humps, granite setts, ASLs,  unsegregated cycle lanes, and high 
volumes of motor traffic 

• 89 (1%) respondents called for more general cycling provision 

• 82 (1%) respondents said the scheme as proposed would encourage higher 
levels of cycling 

• 64 (1%) respondents called for the proposals to provide more or a higher 
standard of cycling provision because they were not ambitious enough 
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• 53 (1%) respondents said the proposals would be positive for cycling 

• 49 (1%) respondents said the proposals would make cycling safer  

• 49 (1%) respondents said the proposals were not supported by cyclists 

• 45 (1%) respondents said they did not currently cycle in the area, but would if 
the scheme were implemented 

• 40 (1%) respondents said the proposals would not benefit cycling due to there 
being existing provision 

• 40 (1%) respondents called for the scheme to continue north along Finchley 
Road 

• 39 (1%) respondents called for greater enforcement to prevent illegal parking 
or other obstructions of cycling facilities 

• 33 (1%) respondents said there was a general need for better cycling facilities 

• 33 (1%) respondents said alternative cycle routes would more viable than the 
proposed route, with routes suggested that would have a lesser impact on 
motor traffic 

• 25 (<1%) respondents called for improved cycling connections to places that 
were seen as important destinations such as Euston and Waterloo stations 

• 12 (<1%) respondents said cycle lanes should be kept free of litter and well 
maintained 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said more Cycle Hire docking stations should be 
provided along the proposed route 

• 4 (<1%) respondents support the fact that the proposed cycling provision was 
unlikely to cause ‘dooring’ 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposed Advance Stop Lines (ASLs) were 
dangerous for cycling or provided no safety benefit 

Comments on The Regent's Park  

1,976 (31%) respondents used this question to comment on the impact of the 
scheme in The Regent’s Park: 

• 1,247 (19%) respondents said they opposed raised tables because they are 
dangerous for cycling 
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o 421 responses came from unknown campaign 1 who used the 
standard text of “I fully support with the exception of raised tables in 
Regents Park” 

o 205 responses came from Regents Park Cyclists. Who objected to the 
use of heritage-friendly materials – such as granite setts – for raised 
tables due to their perceived danger to cycling, particularly when poorly 
maintained or wet 

o 195 responses came from the London Cycling Campaign who did not 
want to see granite sets on raised tables  

• 573 (9%) respondents expressed concern at the proposed closures of the 
Outer Circle gates to general traffic at peak hours (of which 15 were identified 
as part of the Stop CS11 campaign, 7 from ‘unknown campaign 2’ and 6 were 
from ‘unknown campaign 3’). Common concerns included lack of access to 
facilities within the park as well as increased traffic on surrounding residential 
streets 

• 278 (4%) respondents called for all of the gates to be closed to general traffic 
or for an extended ban on motor traffic (of which 195 were identified as part of 
the London Cycling Campaign) 

• 185 (3%) respondents supported the proposed gate closures. Their reasons 
included the improved provision for cyclists that would come from the closure 
as well as the reduction of traffic from The Regent’s Park, which they felt 
would improve the safety and enjoyment of cycling in the area 

• 136 (2%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on visitors to The 
Regent's Park (15 respondents were part of Stop CS11 campaign and 7 
respondents were part of unknown campaign 2) 

o 120 (2%) respondents said there would a negative impacts on 
commuters who would be affected by longer journey times 

o 37 (1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
shopping trips (15 respondents were part of Stop CS11 campaign) 

o 35 (1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on 
deliveries in the area 

o 31 (<1%) respondents said there would be a reduction in numbers of 
people visiting and making shopping trips to the West End  

o 21 (<1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
people visiting friends or relatives 

o 21 (<1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
people visiting friends or relatives 
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• 44 (1%) respondents supported raised junctions because they would slow 
down sports cyclists 

• 29 (<1%) respondents said current motor traffic levels are low in the park so 
the proposed interventions are not needed 

• 17 (<1%) respondents called for a cycle route through the middle of the park, 
avoiding Outer Circle 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said cycling in the park should be reduced or banned 

Respondents also commented on these and other issues in response to Question 
17, which sought comments on the proposals for The Regent’s Park (see page 112).  

Impact on air pollution  

602 (10%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect air 
pollution: 

• 376 (6%) respondents said there would be an increase in air pollution caused 
by an increase in motor traffic congestion caused by the proposals (of which 
15 were identified as part of the Stop CS11 campaign,  and 7 were identified 
as part of ‘Unknown campaign 2’) 

• 176 (3%) respondents said the proposals would reduce air pollution  

• 76 (1%) respondents said there would be an increase in air pollution resulting 
from longer distance motor traffic journeys caused by the proposals 

Impact on road users 

1,189 (19%) respondents commented on how the proposals would affect road users 
(unspecified): 

• 758 (12%) respondents said the proposals were weighted too heavily in 
favour of cyclists compared with motorists (of which 15 were identified as part 
of the Stop CS11 campaign and 7 were identified as part of ‘unknown 
campaign 2’) 

• 227 (4%) respondents said that proposals would improve road safety 

• 172 (3%) respondents said other road users were not considered in proposals 
(of which 15 were identified as part of StopCS11 campaign and 6 as part of 
unknown campaign 3) 

• 96 (2%) respondents said the proposals would improve road conditions 
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• 40 (1%) respondents said the proposals would improve general mobility for 
road users 

Comments on traffic modelling 

381 (6%) respondents commented on the traffic modelling information provided: 

• 229 (4%) respondents said the modelling failed to account for the impact of 
HS2 such as increased traffic or road closures (of which 15 were identified as 
part of Stop CS11 campaign and 7 were identified as part of unknown 
campaign 2) 

• 100 (2%) respondents said the modelling failed to account for the impact of 
the 100 Avenue Road development (of which 15 were identified as part of 
Stop CS11 campaign and 7 were identified as part of unknown campaign 2) 

• 85 (1%) respondents said the modelling failed to account for the impact of 
either or both barracks developments (of which 15 were identified as part of 
Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 29 (<1%) respondents said the modelling failed to account for the impact of 
the Baker Street two-way scheme 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the modelling failed to account for increased motor 
traffic caused by event days at Lord's Cricket Ground 

Comments on cyclist behaviour 

342 (5%) respondents commented on how they perceived cyclist behaviour: 

• 205 (3%) respondents said cyclists do not obey the Highway Code, exhibiting 
behaviour such as including jumping red lights and ignoring pedestrian 
crossings 

• 153 (2%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to pedestrians (7 were 
identified as using text suggested by ‘Unknown campaign 2’) 

• 99 (2%) respondents said cyclists do not pay road tax or have registration, 
and on that basis cycle schemes like CS11 should not be implemented 

• 38 (1%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to motorists  

• 26 (<1%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to themselves 

• 20 (<1%) respondents said cycling is seasonal and weather-dependent, 
making the proposals flawed 

• 19 (<1%) respondents said cyclists do not wear helmets or high-visibility 
clothing 
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Comments on planning process  

375(6%) respondents commented on the scheme’s planning: 

• 283 (5%) respondents said the proposals were poorly planned and/or showed 
the planners to be incompetent (of which 15 were identified as part of the Stop 
CS11 campaign and 7 were identified as using text suggested by ‘Unknown 
campaign 2’) 

• 132 (2%) respondents said the planners lacked local knowledge (of which 15 
were identified as part of the Stop CS11 campaign and  7 were identified as 
using text suggested by ‘Unknown campaign 2’) 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said TfL was undemocratic and/or politically influenced, 
and this undermined the case for CS11 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said other TfL schemes were poorly planned, such as 
changes to the Elephant and Castle gyratory system, and this added weight to 
their view that CS11 was flawed 

Comments on costs versus benefits 

467 (7%) respondents commented on the perceived costs and benefits of the 
scheme: 

• 139 (2%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money 

• 115 (2%) respondents said the route is already cycle-friendly so there was no 
need for the scheme 

• 102 (2%) respondents said low levels of cycling in this area mean the scheme 
is not justified 

• 107 (2%) respondents said the scheme would cause major disruption for only 
minor benefits 

• 66 (1%) respondents said the area was not suitable for CS11 

• 16 (<1%) respondents said existing cycling provision in London was not used 
and therefore CS11 was not justified 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said more money would be needed later to fix the 
problems introduced by the scheme 

• 6 (<1)% respondents called for publication of any cost-benefit analyses for the 
scheme 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said any disruption during construction would be worth 
the long-term benefits 
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Comments on Swiss Cottage 

398 (6%) respondents to this question commented on the expected impact of the 
proposals on Swiss Cottage: 

• 257 (4%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
Swiss Cottage 

• 93 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on the 
Swiss Cottage area 

• 56 (1%) respondents said removing the gyratory would be positive for 
motorists, improving what was perceived to be an unpleasant and/or 
dangerous place to drive 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively affect businesses 
in Swiss Cottage 

• 5 (<1%) respondents asked why pedestrian crossings could not have shorter 
crossing times to benefit motor traffic without the scheme going ahead 

Respondents also commented on these and other issues in response to Question 4, 
which sought comments on the proposals for Swiss Cottage (see page 94). 

Comments on Portland Place 

197 (3%) respondents supported an improved version of Option B on Portland Place 
(all submitted based on a London Cycling Campaign template response). 
Respondents also commented on this issue in response to Questions 19 and 21 
(see page 121 and page 125). 

Impact on pedestrians 

406 (6%) respondents commented on the expected impact of the proposals on 
pedestrians:  

• 246 (4%) respondents said there is a need to improve pedestrian crossing 
conditions in this area (of which 205 were identified as part of a Regent’s Park 
Cyclists Campaign) 

• 69 (1%) respondents said the scheme would provide a safer environment for 
pedestrians  

• 57 (1%) respondents said the proposals would encourage more motor traffic 
to use rat-runs, which would increase danger for pedestrians in nearby minor 
roads 
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• 41 (1%) respondents said Cycle Superhighways in general encourage fast
cycling and increase danger for pedestrians

Impact upon bus users 

108 (2%) respondents commented on the expected impact on bus users: 

• 79 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase bus journey times in
the area due to increased motor traffic congestion (7 were identified as part of
unknown campaign 2)

• 34 (1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively affect the service
available to those bus users with accessibility issues by increasing journey
times

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would improve bus services in the
area

Comments on driver behaviour 

64 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about what they perceived as current poor 
standards of driving in this area, which put cyclists and pedestrians at risk. 

Impact on parking  

51 (1%) respondents commented on the scheme’s impact on parking: 

• 36 (1%) respondents said there would be a negative impact on parking, with
particular concerns about proposed changes to parking in Harben Parade and
Finchley Road

• 8 (<1%) respondents questioned where motorists could park if access to
Regent’s Park were restricted

• 5 (<1%) suggested that there should be a reduction of parking spaces to
further reduce motor vehicle use

• 3 (<1%) respondents said there would be a positive impact on parking

Comments on speed cameras 

37 (1%) respondents called for the use of speed cameras to enforce speed limits. 

Comments on trees 

7 (%) respondents said the proposals should include more tree planting. 
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Question 4: ‘Do you have any comments about our proposals for 
CS11 at Swiss Cottage?’ 

Non-specific comments 

269 (4%) respondents provided non-specific comments on the proposals: 

• 171 (3%) respondents provided a non-specific negative comment such as 
“ridiculous” 

• 98 (2%) respondents provided a non-specific positive comment such as 
“excellent” 

Impact on motor traffic  

677 (11%) respondents commented on how they expected the scheme to affect 
motor traffic: 

• 543 (9%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative effect on 
motorists (of which 9 were identified as part of the Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 501 (8%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
congestion (of which 9 were identified as part of the Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 24 (<1%) respondents said the reduction in general traffic lanes around Swiss 
Cottage would increase motor traffic congestion  

• 159 (3%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads (of which 9 were identified as part of the Stop 
CS11 campaign), with roads mentioned including Prince Albert Road, 
Winchester Road and the southern end of Finchley Road 

• 87 (1%) respondents said the proposals did not adequately consider the 
impact on motor traffic of other developments or schemes in the area: 

o 39 (<1%) respondents mentioned the impact of road closures and 
construction traffic as part of HS2  

o 27 (<1%) respondents mentioned the impact of the 100 Avenue Road 
development 

o 12 (<1%) respondents mentioned the impact of developments in the 
area without specifying which  

o 7 (<1%) respondents mentioned the impact of one or more of the 
Barracks property developments 

o 2 (<1%) respondents mentioned the impact of the proposed Baker 
Street two-way traffic scheme 
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• 75 (1%) respondents said the proposals would cause an increase in journey 
times for motorists 

• 22 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive effect for 
motorists in terms of road safety as there would be potential to reduce 
conflicts with other road users  

• 14 (<1%) respondents said the changes at Swiss Cottage would create a 
safer environment for driving  

• 7 (<1%) respondents expected faster journey times due to reduced motor 
traffic 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would encourage road rage between 
road users due to frustration caused by longer journeys and congestion 

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for traffic signal timings to be investigated further, 
particularly where banned turns affect motor traffic flow 

Impact on local people 

256 (4%) respondents commented on how they expected the scheme to affect local 
people: 

• 129 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
journeys to schools in the area due to increased congestion 

• 88 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
residents of Hampstead due to increased traffic displacement and congestion  

• 53 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
the ability of residents to move around the area due to increased congestion 

• 29 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
businesses in the area due to increased congestion 

• 8 (<1%) respondents suggested the proposals would have a positive impact 
on businesses in the area due to reduced congestion  

• 8 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about reduced access to hospitals or 
other healthcare providers in the area due to increased congestion 

Impact on cycling  

335 (5%) respondents commented on how they expected the scheme to affect 
cycling: 
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• 188 (<1%) respondents said the proposal would have a positive impact on 
cycling 

• 62 (1%) respondents called for more segregated cycling provision than was 
proposed in the scheme  

• 34 (1%) respondents supported the proposed segregated cycling provision 

• 73 (1%) respondents said the proposals would improve cycling safety  

• 32 (<1%) respondents called for the scheme to be extended north along 
Finchley Road 

• 28 (<1%) respondents said the proposals, or a particular element of the 
proposals, would increase danger for cycling, with the main concern being 
cyclists forced to share roads with motor traffic 

• 21 (<1%) respondents called for signal timings to favour cycling 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said cycle routes should be implemented away from 
main roads in order to reduce the potential impact on motor traffic 

• 10 (<1%) respondents said they supported improved cycling infrastructure in 
general as long as changes did not affect motor traffic 

• 10 (<1%) respondents called for cycling provision to be extended east and/or 
west  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the proposed cycle lane widths were too narrow for 
safe cycling  

• 8 (<1%) respondents said the proposed cycling provision in Finchley Road 
was not adequate 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the Cycle Hire scheme should be extended as part 
of the proposals 

• 4 (<1%) respondents called for cycling provision to be extended along 
Adelaide Road  

Impact on air pollution  

194 (3%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on air 
pollution in the area due to increased journey times and congestion.  

Comments on Avenue Road 

269 (4%) respondents commented on proposals for Avenue Road: 
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• 145 (2%) respondents expressed concern about the proposal to close Avenue 
Road to general traffic:  

o 73 (1%) respondents said this would lead to an increase in motor traffic 
congestion   

o 31 (<1%) respondents said this would lead to motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads 

o 30 (<1%) respondents said Avenue Road must remain open to all road 
users 

o 11 (<1%) respondents said proposed changes to Avenue Road would 
lead to longer journey times for motorists 

• 60 (1%) respondents expressed support for reduction of traffic along Avenue 
Road (of which 13 were identified as coming from London Cycling Campaign) 

• 59 (1%) respondents noted recent Thames Water works that had taken place 
on Avenue Road and the disruption this caused to motor traffic, saying this 
demonstrating the negative impacts CS11 would have 

• 47 (1%) respondents said the changes to Avenue Road would affect a main 
route in and out of Greater London  

Comments on banned turns 

112 (2%) respondents commented on proposals for banned turns: 

• 80 (1%) respondents objected to the proposed banned left turn into College 
Crescent, commenting on how it would increase journey distances and times 
for motorists and cause increased motor traffic in roads such as Arkwright 
Road, including the potential for HGV traffic from the north to use minor roads 

• 66 (1%) respondents objected to the proposed banned right turn into College 
Crescent, commenting on how it would increase journey distances and times 
for motorists and displace motor traffic into nearby minor roads in Hampstead 

• 31 (<1%) respondents objected to the proposed banned right turn into 
Hillgrove Grove, commenting on how it would increase journey distances and 
times and displace motor traffic into minor roads such as Goldhurst Terrace  

Comments on cyclist behaviour 

28 (<1%) respondents commented on cyclist behaviour: 

• 16 (<1%) respondents said cyclists behaved poorly on the road  

• 12 (<1%) respondents said cyclists were a danger to pedestrians  
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• 5 (<1%) respondents said cyclists were a danger to motorists  

Impact on pedestrians 

85 (1%) respondents commented on how they expect the scheme to affect 
pedestrians: 

• 50 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
pedestrians   

• 30 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would improve the pedestrian 
environment  

• 26 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
pedestrians  

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would improve pedestrian safety by 
reducing motor traffic  

• 11 (<1%) respondents called for pedestrian crossings to be straight-across 
rather than staggered, two-stage crossings  

• 7 (<1%) respondents supported the changes to pedestrian crossings 

• 5 (<1%) respondents objected to the use of Toucan crossings, saying they 
introduced conflict between pedestrians and cyclists  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said they expected increased conflict between 
pedestrians and motor traffic as a result of the proposals 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said they expected increased conflict between 
pedestrians and cyclists  

Impact on bus users 

92 (1%) respondents commented on how they expected the scheme to affect bus 
users: 

• 39 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
bus users 

• 26 (<1%) respondents said an increase in motor traffic congestion would 
increase bus journey times 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on bus 
users   

• 12 (<1%) respondents called for bus services not to be changed 
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• 11 (<1%) respondents supported proposals for buses to use Avenue Road to 
maintain services 

• 11 (<1%) respondents did not want buses to be able to use Avenue Road 
because this reduced the safety of pedestrians and cyclists 

• 11 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about bus stop provision on 
Finchley Road 

• 5 (<1%) respondents did not support the proposed moving of some bus stops 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said a reduction in motor traffic congestion as a result of 
the proposals would reduce bus journey times   

Comments on urban realm 

44 (1%) respondents commented on they expected the scheme to affect the urban 
realm/public spaces: 

• 35 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on the 
urban realm/public spaces 

• 13 (<1%) respondents called for more tree-planting as part of the scheme 

Impact on parking 

27(<1%) respondents commented on the expected impact on parking: 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
parking in the area (without mentioning any specific location)  

• 11 (<1%) respondents stated the proposals would have a negative impact on 
parking loss on Finchley Road 

• 5 (<1%) respondents suggested the changes to parking on Finchley Road 
would have a negative impact on disabled drivers, reducing their access to 
local amenities 

Adelaide Road comments 

16 (<1%) respondents commented on the expected impact on Adelaide Road: 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said motor traffic would increase along Adelaide Road  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposed cycling provision in Adelaide Road 
was not adequate 

• 5 (<1%) respondents supported the proposals for Adelaide Road  
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Comments on the overall scheme 

128 (2%) respondents used this question to comment on the overall scheme: 

• 107 (2%) respondents said the scheme had not adequately consider the
following groups:

o 23 (<1%) respondents mentioned those that do not cycle

o 19 (<1%) respondents mentioned other road users (not specified)

o 23 (<1%) respondents mentioned disabled people

o 17 (<1%) respondents mentioned elderly people

o 16 (<1%) respondents mentioned bus users

o 6 (<1%) respondents mentioned pedestrians

o 3 (<1%) respondents mentioned tourists

• 99 (2%) respondents said the area should remain unchanged

• 41 (1%) respondents said the scheme was biased towards cycling at the
expense of other road users

• 23 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would be a waste of money

• 17 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would not work or provide benefits to
area

• 17 (<1%) respondents said the scheme did not account for the needs of taxis

Question 10: ‘Do you have any comments about our proposed 
changes to bus services?’  
981 respondents answered this question. Percentages are calculated from the 
total 6,270 consultation respondents. 

Non-specific comments 

343 (5%) respondents provided non-specific comments on bus services: 

• 155 (2%) respondents made a non-specific positive comment

• 105 (2%) respondents said they were not a bus user so could not comment
on the proposals

• 83 (1%) respondents made a non-specific negative comment
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Impact on bus services  

105 (<1%) respondents commented on the expected impact of the proposed 
changes to bus services: 

• 130 (2%) respondents said they did not want bus services to change 

• 89 (1%) respondents said the proposals would lead to an increase in bus 
journey times: 

o 2 (<1%) respondents specifically mentioned the journey times would 
increase due to convoluted routes  

• 41 (1%) respondents said the changes to bus services were unnecessary and 
would not be an improvement   

• 38 (1%) respondents said the proposed changes would have a positive effect 
on bus services  

• 31 (<1%) respondents said the proposed changes would have a negative 
effect on bus services, citing increased travel time and distance 

• 23 (<1%) respondents called for an increase in bus service frequencies and/or 
capacities  

• 19 (<1%) respondents said that service frequencies could be reduced or 
some services removed  

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase congestion, which 
would increase bus journey times  

• 13 (<1%) respondents said the proposed changes would have a negative 
impact on connections between bus routes 

• 13 (<1%) respondents made an alternative suggestion for bus services  

• 11 (<1%) respondents said buses were needed by children to access schools  

• 8 (<1%) respondents said they did not want buses to use Avenue Road  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said buses should be allowed to use Avenue Road   

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for buses to be more environmentally friendly  

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for improved bus driver training  

Impact on bus users 

140 (2%) respondents commented on the expected impact on bus users: 
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• 156 (3%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
certain user groups: 

o 39 (<1%) respondents mentioned elderly people 

o 29 (<1%) respondents mentioned local people 

o 21 (<1%) respondents mentioned families with children and/or 
pushchairs 

o 21 (<1%) respondents mentioned disabled people 

o 6  (<1%) respondents mentioned commuters 

o 4  (<1%) respondents users who rely on buses 

• 22 (<1%) respondents said the changes would be confusing and inconvenient 
for bus users  

• 16 (<1%) respondents said bus users would have to walk further to reach their 
bus services 

• 7 (<1%) respondents called for improvement to safety on public transport  

Impact on cycling 

98 (2%) respondents commented on the expected impact of the bus service changes 
on cycling: 

• 67 (1%) respondents said cycling was not getting adequate priority within the 
proposed scheme  

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
cycling 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce conflict between 
cyclists and buses  

• 6 (<1%) respondents called for improved cycle provision within the scheme  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would encourage more people to 
cycle  

• 3 (<1%) respondents suggested changes to cycle routes in the area 

Impact on motor traffic 

86 (<1%) respondents commented on the expected impact on motor traffic: 
• 50 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 

motor traffic congestion due to the reduction in road space for motor vehicles 
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• 26 respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on motor 
traffic congestion in specific locations: 

o 11 (<1%) respondents said roads around Swiss Cottage 

o 9 (<1%) respondents said Adelaide Road  

o 3 (<1%) respondents said Prince Albert Road  

o 2 (<1%) respondents said Finchley Road  

o 1 (<1%) respondents said roads in St John’s Wood 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce motor traffic use 

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase motorists’ journey 
times due to the banned left turn into College Crescent  

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
motor traffic   

Impact on bus stops 

28 (<1%) respondents commented on the expected impact on bus stops: 
• 12 (<1%) respondents said they did not want any bus stops removed  

• 6 (<1%) respondents said bus stops should be closer to London Underground 
stations to allow improved interchange  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said there were too many bus stops near each other  

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for improvement to bus stop facilities and design  

• 2 (<1%) respondents said there were too many buses per bus stop  

Impact on air pollution 

26 (<1%) respondents commented the expected impact on air pollution: 
• 23 (1%) respondents said there would be an increase in air pollution   

• 3 (1%) respondents said there would be a decrease in air pollution   

Comments on bus lanes 

5(<1%) respondents commented on bus lanes 

• 3 (<1%) respondents called for extended bus lanes  

• 2 (<1%) respondents called for cycling to be banned in bus lanes  
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Comments on cyclist behaviour 

4 (<1%) respondents said cyclists did not behave courteously towards other road 
users.  

Comments on the overall scheme 

40 (<1%) respondents used this question to provide a comment on the overall 
scheme: 

• 21 (<1%) respondents said the scheme was a waste of money

• 16 (<1%) respondents said the scheme was poorly planned and/or they had
no confidence in the planners

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the scheme failed to adequately consider the
impacts of other major development projects in the area

Question 12: Comments regarding the proposals for Avenue Road 
(north) 
2,131 respondents answered this question, and we have summarised the issues 
raised below. Percentages are calculated from the total 6,270 consultation 
respondents. 

Non-specific comments 

185 (3%) respondents provided a non-specific comment relating to Avenue Road 
(North): 

• 83 (1%) respondents provided non-specific negative comments such as
“Madness”

• 72 (1%) respondents provided non-specific positive comments such as “Do it”

• 14 (1%) respondents provided non-specific neutral comments such as “I don’t
know the area well”

Impact on cycling 

631 (10%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
cycling: 

• 193 (3%) respondents said the proposals would be positive for cycling

• 111 (2%) respondents said there needed to be more segregation for cycling

• 87 (1%) respondents said the scheme gave too high a priority to cyclists
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• 62 (1%) respondents said the scheme would be dangerous for cycling 

• 57 (1%) respondents named specific infrastructure issues that would 
contribute to it being dangerous for cycling 

• 39 (1%) respondents said cycle lanes would not be used and that existing 
provision was sufficient 

• 38 (1%) respondents said the proposals for Avenue Road (North) would make 
cycling safer by removing potential conflicts with the cars due to making the 
road bus and cycles only 

• 34 (1%) respondents said that motor traffic should be removed where 
possible on the cycle route 

• 30 (<1%) respondents said the proposed cycle lanes were not wide enough 

• 30 (<1%) respondents said further cycling provision was needed  

• 18 (<1%) respondents said mandatory cycle lanes were not safe for cycling 

• 17 (<1%) respondents called for further restrictions on motor traffic are 
needed, including lowering the speed limit to 20mph 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said called for cycle crossings to be improved 

• 14 (<1%) respondents called for stepped cycle tracks 

• 13 (<1%) respondents said there needed to be enforcement of mandatory 
cycle lanes 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said cyclists should be using minor roads instead 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the closure of Avenue Road would be positive for 
cycling 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said Avenue Road was too narrow for cycle lanes and 
two-way traffic 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said tree-lined Avenue Road was dangerous for cycling 
due to poor sight lines 

Impact on motor traffic 

700 (11%) respondents provided a comment regarding the potential implications of 
the proposals on motor traffic. It was noted by our analysis team that some 
respondents appeared to comment based on the assumption that all or large 
sections of Avenue Road would become cycle and bus-only. However, we only 
proposed this intervention for the section of Avenue Road north of Adelaide Road: 
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• 575 (9%) respondents said closing Avenue Road to motor traffic would have a 
negative impact on motor traffic congestion 

• 169 (3%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads 

• 77 (1%) respondents expressed concern about potential increase in journey 
times for motorists 

• 44 (1%) respondents said there would be increased motor traffic congestion, 
citing recent Thames Water works as an example of disruption to the local 
road network 

• 43 (1%) respondents said the closure of Queens Grove would cause motor 
traffic reassignment into nearby roads: 

o 27 respondents said there would be reassignment into Acacia Road  
o 21 respondents said would be reassignment into Norfolk Road 

• 43 (1%) respondents said the closure of Queen’s Grove would be 
inconvenient for motorists 

• 34 (1%) respondents commented on schemes such as HS2 and the Avenue 
Road development, which would make traffic congestion worse 

• 29 (<1%) objected to making Avenue Road (south of Adelaide Road) bus and 
cycle only 

• 24 (<1%) respondents said the closure of Queen’s Grove to motor traffic 
would cause congestion 

• 18 (<1%) respondents supported the closure of Queen’s Grove 

• 15 (<1%) respondents objected to restrictions on motor vehicles accessing 
the park 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
motor traffic congestion 

• 11 (<1%) respondents argued that there would be a negative impact on 
emergency vehicle movements 

• 11 (<1%) objected to the closure of Avenue Road to improve provision for 
cycling 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
motorists 
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Comments on costs and benefits 

366 (6%) respondents commented on costs and benefits of the proposals: 

• 329 (5%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money 

• 73 (1%) respondents said the scheme is not necessary and the area should 
be left as it is 

Impact on local people 

269 (4%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposals on local people: 

• 247 (4%) respondents said the proposals would be negative for local people, 
particularly parents doing the school run 

• 49 (1%) respondents said there would be a negative impact on commuters 
and businesses 

Comments on raised tables 

279 (4%) respondents commented on the impact of raised tables: 

• 272 (4%) respondents said raised tables should be made of tarmac with a 
maximum 1:20 gradient entry and exit (of which 214 were from Regents Park 
Cyclists Campaign) 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said raised tables would have a negative impact on 
cycling 

• 7 (<1%) respondents objected to raised tables 

Impact on pedestrians 

50 (1%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposals on pedestrians: 

• 26 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be negative for pedestrians 

• 20 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be positive for pedestrians 

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for wider footways 

Impact on bus users 

47 (1%) respondents provided a comment about the impact of the proposals on 
public transport users. Of which: 

• 23 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be negative for bus users 

• 19 (<1%) opposed routing of buses down Avenue Road (south of Adelaide 
Road). 
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• 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be positive for bus users

Comments on driver behaviour 

22 (<1%) respondents said they felt that motorists behaved poorly on local roads 

Impact on parking 

21 (<1%) respondents commented on the impact on parking: 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on
parking

• 12 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on
parking for disabled drivers, reducing their ability to access the area

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the changes to parking were an improvement

Impact on air pollution 

30 (<1%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposals on air pollution: 

• 16 (<1%) respondents said the closure of Queen’s Grove would increase air
pollution

• 14 (<1%) respondents felt that proposals would increase in air pollution

Comments on road safety 

25(<1%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposals on road safety: 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said they wanted see lower speed limits

• 14 (<1%) respondents called for further traffic-calming in the area

Impact on taxis 

10 (<1%) respondents called for taxis to be allowed to use Avenue Road. 

Question 14: 'Have your say on our proposals for Avenue Road 
(south)’ 
1,992 respondents provided a comment on Question 14. Percentages given are 
calculated from the total 6,270 consultation respondents.  
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Non-specific comments:      

181 (3%) respondents provided a non-specific comment relating to Avenue Road 
(South): 

• 122 (2%) respondents made a non-specific negative comment on the 
proposals, such as "No way" 

• 59 (1%) respondents made a non-specific positive comment on the proposals, 
such as "Yes please" 

Impact on cycling  

809 respondents (41%) commented on how they thought our proposals for Avenue 
Road (south) would affect cycling: 

• 540 respondents (9%) said the proposals in this section would have negative 
impacts on cycling 

• 269 respondents (4%) said the proposals in this section would have positive 
impact on cycling 

• 112 (2%) respondents said the proposals needed more segregation for 
cyclists 

• 77 (1%) respondents said cycling provision in this area was already adequate 

• 73 (2%) respondents said the made a positive general comment about the 
impacts of these proposals on cycling, such as “very good for cycling”, “must 
go ahead”  

• 38 (1%) respondents called for more cycling provision as part of the proposals     

• 32 (1%) respondents said the proposals would make the area safer for cycling 

• 29 (1%) respondents said the proposals would make the area more 
dangerous for cycling 

• 26 (<1%) respondents said the proposed cycle lanes on Avenue Road should 
be wider 

• 16 (<1%) respondents made reference to poor behaviour displayed by cyclists 

• 13 (<1%) respondents said the proposed crossing points were of benefit to 
both cyclists and pedestrians  

• 12 (<1%) respondents objected to the use of mandatory cycle lanes 
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Impact on motor traffic 

516 respondents (26%) commented on how they thought our proposals for Avenue 
Road (south) would affect motor traffic. Note, some respondents appeared to 
comment based on the assumption that all or large sections of Avenue Road would 
become cycle and bus-only. However, we only proposed this intervention for the 
section of Avenue Road north of Adelaide Road. 

• 309 respondents (4%) said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
motor traffic:  

o 91 respondents (2%) said Avenue Road needed to be open to all traffic 

o 74 respondents (1%) objected to the closure of Avenue Road south of 
Adelaide Road 

o 67 (1%) said Avenue Road should be left as it is 

o 54 respondents (1%) said the scheme would cause increased rat-running 
in nearby minor roads 

o 45 respondents (1%) said they need to drive to take children to school 
and the proposals would impede this 

o 40 (1%) respondents said limiting access to Avenue Road would cause 
motor traffic reassignment to nearby roads 

o 35 respondents (<1%) said the proposals would cause congestion, using 
the example of recent Thames Water works as an example of the 
potential impact 

o 30 respondents (1%) said the proposed closure of the junction of Queen’s 
Grove and Avenue Road would be inconvenient 

o 25 respondents (<1%) said the proposed closure of the junction of 
Queen’s Grove and Avenue Road would cause traffic reassignment to 
nearby roads 

o 7 (<1%) respondents said the Queen’s Grove closure would cause 
congestion 

o 5 (<1%) respondents said the proposed closure of the junction of Queen’s 
Grove and Avenue Road would cause pollution 

o 5 (<1%) respondents opposed making Avenue Road into a cycle and bus-
only corridor 
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o 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposed closure of the junction of Queen’s 
Grove and Avenue Road would cause motor traffic reassignment to 
Acacia Road  

o 2 (<1%) respondents said the proposed closure of the junction of Queen’s 
Grove and Avenue Road would cause reassignment to Norfolk Road 

o 2 (<1%) respondents were concerned about traffic signals and crossings  

• 16 respondents (<1%) said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
motor traffic 

• 5 (<1%) respondents said they objected to proposals to make Avenue Road, 
south of Adelaide Road, cycle and bus-only  

Comments on raised tables 

271 respondents (3%) commented on the proposed raised tables: 

• 269 respondents (4%) said raised tables should be made of tarmac rather 
than using mixed materials and called for a maximum 1:20 gradient entry 
treatment (of which 214 were from the Regents Park Cyclists Campaign) 

• 8 (<1%) objected to the use of raised platforms to manage speed  

Impact on local people  

81 respondents (4%) commented on how they expected the proposals to affect local 
people: 

• 42 respondents (1%) said the area was occupied by residents and families, 
who relied on motor vehicles 

• 39 (1%) said the proposals would negatively affect commuters and business 
transport in the area 

Impact on air pollution 

82 respondents (4%) commented on how they expected the proposals to affect air 
pollution: 

• 79 (1%) said the proposals would increase air pollution 

• 3 (<1%) said the proposals would reduce air pollution 

Impact on bus users 

30 respondents (<1%) commented on how they expected the proposals would affect 
bus users: 
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• 17 respondents (<1%) said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
buses due to the increased congestion in the local area resulting from 
displacement of motor traffic  

• 9 respondents (<1%) objected to bus routes along Avenue Road, south of 
Adelaide Road 

• 2 respondents (<1%) said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
buses 

Impact on pedestrians 

11 respondents (<1%) commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
pedestrians:  

• 10 respondents (<1%) called for a signalised pedestrian crossing on Albert 
Road 

• 2 respondents (<1%) called for additional time at pedestrian crossings  

Impact on parking  

• 19 respondents (<1%) said the scheme would have a negative impact on 
parking in the area, with concerns including reduced motor vehicle access for 
visitors 

Comments on the overall scheme 

549 respondents (28%) commented on issues relating to the entire CS11 scheme, 
rather than specifically Avenue Road (South). The issues raised were: 

• 128 respondents (2%) said other road users had not been adequately 
considered, saying there had been excessive prioritisation of cycling 

• 16 respondents (<1%) said the proposals were a waste of money 

• 10 respondents (<1%) expressed concern about the impact of the proposals 
on emergency service response times  

• 8 (<1%) said there should be shared road space 

Comments on The Regent's Park 

• 95 (2%) used this question to express concern about the changes to vehicle 
access to The Regent's Park 

• 2 (<1%) respondents supported restricting through motor traffic movements 
into The Regent's Park  
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Question 17: ‘Have your say on proposals for The Regent’s Park’ 
3,297 respondents commented on this question, and the main issues are highlighted 
below. Percentages given are calculated from all 6,270 consultation respondents.  

Respondents also commented on these and other issues relating to the Regent’s 
Park in response to Question 2, which sought comments on the overall proposals for 
CS11 (see page 83). 

Campaign responses 

There were 475 (8%) campaign responses within the question for The Regent’s 
Park: 

• 249 (8%) were from Regent's Park Cyclists

• 211 (6%) were from an Unknown Campaign

• 12 (<1%) were from The Stop CS11 campaign

• 3 (<1%) were from The London Cycling Campaign

Non-specific comments 

100 (2%) respondents provided a non-specific comment about the proposals: 

• 53 (1%) respondents provided non-specific positive comments on the
proposals, such as “seems sensible”

• 47 (1%) respondents made non-specific negative comments on the proposals,
such as “disagree”

Impact of gate closures 

1,744 (28%) respondents commented on the expected impact of the proposed gate 
closure in Outer Circle. Note, some respondents appeared to comment based on an 
incorrect understanding of the number of gates in Outer Circle that would be closed 
to general motor traffic (four out of eight) and when were the new hours of closure 
(peak hours):  

• 868 (14%) respondents supported the proposals to close four gates at peak
hours to remove through traffic (of which 211 were from a standard campaign
response – Unknown 1)

• 265 (4%) respondents said the gate closure would cause motor traffic
reassignment into nearby roads
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• 198 (3%) respondents opposed the gate closures (of which 12 were from the 
Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 137 (2%) respondents called for all motor traffic to be banned from the park 

• 123 (2%) respondents called for all motor traffic to be banned from the park 
except residents, emergency services and taxis  

• 102 (2%) respondents said the gate closures would create a safer and more 
pleasant environment for park users 

• 69 (1%) respondents said the gate closure would only benefit residents and 
cyclists 

• 54 (1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact on 
access for disabled people  

• 57 (1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative economic 
impact on local amenities such as the zoo and tennis club  

• 51 (1%) respondents called for a fewer restrictions on vehicle access 

• 49 (1%) respondents said residents should have access at all times 

• 46 (1%) respondents said the proposals would make it not possible to access 
park amenities such as the zoo and tennis club 

• 20(<1%) respondents supported gate closures at different times (15 
suggested the closure times do not need to be so restrictive and the gates 
should be closed for less time than proposed; 5 suggested the gates should 
be closed for longer than is proposed) 

• 38 (1%) respondents opposed enforcing the gate closures for taxis 

• 33 (1%) respondents said the gate closures unduly prioritised cycling over 
other modes 

• 31 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the impact on access to the 
park for families and children who are not able or willing to cycle 

• 30 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact 
on access to the park for elderly people  

• 30 (<1%) respondents said the gate closure would lead to an increase in 
journey times for motorists  

• 28 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would still allow rat-running and that 
all gates should be closed to motor traffic 
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• 27 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the impact on access to the 
park for people who are not able or willing to cycle  

• 23 (<1%) respondents opposed the gate closures between 11am and 3pm 

• 22 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the impact on access to the 
park for people who are not able or willing to walk or cycle 

• 20 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures prioritised cycling over motorists 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact on 
park residents 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said traffic from the London Central Mosque had not 
been accounted for within the proposals 

• 7 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would disproportionately benefit 
wealthy park residents  

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for gate closures to be extended to weekends 

• 3 (<1%) respondents called for access to be maintained for disabled drivers 

• 3 (<1%) respondents called for gates to be open in the evenings 

• 3 (<1%) respondent called for gates to be open at weekends  

Comments on raised junctions or speed humps 

1,227 (20%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposed speed humps: 

• 579 (9%) respondents opposed the proposed raised junctions and speed 
humps in Regent’s Park (of which 211 were from the ‘unknown campaign 1’ 
response)  

• 334 (5%) respondents expressed concern the speed humps would cause 
damage to bicycles, in particular the wheels. (of which 249 were from a 
Regent’s Park Cycle Campaign) 

• 290 (5%) respondents said the proposals would encourage bad driving habits 
(of which 249 were from a Regent’s Park Cycle Campaign) 

• 250 (4%) argued that the speed bumps would ”cause a blurring of the 
distinction between the road and pavement increasing the number of cyclist-
on-pedestrian accidents” (of which 249 were from a Regent’s Park Cycle 
Campaign) 
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• 223 (4%) respondents opposed the use of setts, cobbles or bricks on speed 
humps because they were perceived as being hazardous to cycling, 
particularly if they were not well maintained or wet 

• 88 (1%) respondents supported the proposed raised junctions and speed 
humps in Regent’s Park 

• 78 (1%) respondents said speed humps would have a negative impact on 
leisure and sports cycling 

• 58 (1%) respondents called for more speed humps than have been proposed 
to slow traffic 

• 49 (1%) respondents expressed concern that the appearance of the speed 
humps detract from the heritage aesthetics of the Outer Circle 

• 41 (1%) respondents said the speed humps would be costly to build and 
maintain 

• 41 (1%) respondents said the proposed speed humps were not necessary 

• 23 (<1%) respondents called for gullies or channels that allowed cycles to 
pass through speed humps without slowing down 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said the proposed speed humps would slow motor 
traffic 

• 9 (<1%) respondents said speed humps would negatively affect disabled 
cyclists 

• 7 (<1%) respondents said speed humps would have a positive impact in 
slowing down cyclists 

Comments on speed control 

554 (9%) respondents commented on the impact of the proposals on controlling 
speed:  

• 358 (6%) respondents requested a lower/20mph speed limit (of which 3 were 
from the London Cycle campaign) 

• 119 (2%) respondents supported the use of speed cameras 

• 53 (1%) respondents supported the installation of additional signage to 
encourage compliance with speed limits  

• 40 (1%) respondents supported the installation of average speed cameras 
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• 31 (<1%) respondents said they opposed speed cameras because they were 
ineffective and/or not heritage-friendly 

• 31 (<1%) respondents said signage was unnecessary and would be 
ineffective in controlling speed 

• 30 (<1%) respondents called for more speed cameras 

Impact on cycling  

561 (9%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals for Regent’s 
Park to affect cycling: 

• 344 (5%) respondents said the proposals in The Regent’s Park would have a 
positive impact on cycling 

• 268 (4%) respondents said the proposals would reduce danger to cyclists (of 
which 249 were from a Regent’s Park Cycle Campaign) 

• 241 (4%) respondents said the cycling infrastructure would not work alongside 
motorised traffic 

• 240 (4%) respondents opposed pinch-points caused by widened pedestrian 
islands at raised junctions due to an assumed risk of cyclist-vehicle collisions 
(all of which were from the Regent’s Park Cycle Campaign 

• 100 (2%) respondents requested more cycling segregation 

• 97 (2%) respondents said it was unfair to prioritise cycling over other modes 

• 93 (1%) respondents said the proposals would be dangerous for cyclists 

• 67 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
cycling 

• 26 (<1%) respondents called for a cycle track running north-south through the 
centre of the park  

• 21 (<1%) respondents said cyclists do not have insurance or pay road tax and 
the proposals were unfair on motorists who pay for roads 

• 12 (<1%) respondents opposed any cycle routes going through the park at all 

• 10 (<1%) respondents called for considerate cycling in the park’s green areas 

Impact on motor traffic 

624 (10%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
motorists:  
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• 370 (6%) respondents said the proposals would increase motor traffic 
congestion (of which 12 were from the Stop CS11 campaign) 

• 143 (2%) respondents said the loss of important motor traffic routes would be 
inconvenient for motorists 

• 61 (1%) respondents said the proposals would result in poor driving behaviour  

• 36 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a disproportionately 
negative impact on motorists  

• 31 (<1%) respondents called for the proposals to be put on hold until after 
HS2 has been completed due to the potential impact on motor traffic 

• 19 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively affect people who 
drive from outside London 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads, with negative impacts on motorists, residents 
and air pollution 

• 7 (<1%) respondents said Outer Circle should be kept as a route for 
emergency vehicles 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce motor traffic congestion 

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for some roads to be designated for residents to 
access the park  

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be positive for motorists 

Impact on pedestrians 

398 (6%) respondents commented on how they expected the proposals to affect 
pedestrians: 

• 282 (4%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
pedestrians (of which 249 were from a Regent’s Park Cycle Campaign) 

• 229 (4%) respondents supported the proposed wider footways around the zoo 
entrance to help pedestrians crossing (of which 249 were from a Regent’s 
Park Cycle Campaign) 

• 60 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on 
pedestrians 

• 42 (1%) respondents called for more pedestrian crossings to be installed (of 
which 3 were from the London Cycle campaign) 
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• 26 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce danger for 
pedestrians 

• 16 (<1%) respondents said cycle routes should give way to pedestrians  

Comments on Outer Circle  

554 (9%) respondents provided comments on the proposals in relation to the Outer 
Circle: 

• 249 (4%) used a campaign response on behalf of Regent’s Park Cyclists 
calling for Chester Gate to be left turn only on entry to the Outer Circle  

• 215 (3%) respondents said motorists and cyclists are currently able to safely 
use the same road space in Outer Circle 

• 63 (1%) respondents said there should be stronger enforcement of existing 
restrictions on motor traffic in Outer Circle, including the speed limit and the 
ban on commercial traffic 

• 62 (1%) respondents said the park works well as it is 

• 32 (1%) respondents said the proposals would result in the aesthetic value of 
the area being spoilt  

• 37 (1%) respondents said the proposals for Outer Circle would make it difficult 
to access facilities such as the zoo and tennis club 

• 35 (1%) respondents called for improved lighting in Outer Circle 

• 19 (<1%) respondents called for segregated cycle lanes in Outer Circle 

• 17 (<1%) respondents called for the Outer Circle to be made one-way for 
motor traffic to accommodate cycling provision, without closing the gates at 
peak hours 

• 17 (<1%) respondents said rights of way at park entrances were unclear for 
different modes of transport 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said more evidence was needed before The Regent’s 
Park could be altered in such a significant way 

• 14 (<1%) respondents called for Outer Circle to be cycles-only  

• 11 (<1%) respondents called for segregated cycle provision in Outer Circle to 
allow motor traffic access all the time  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said Outer Circle was an important north-south route 
and motor traffic should be able to access it at all times 
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Comments on sports cycling  

358 (6%) respondents called for measures to restrict sports cyclists from using Outer 
Circle: 

• 239 (4%) respondents called for sports cyclists to be encouraged to exercise 
outside of zoo opening hours (of which 249 were from a Regent’s Park Cycle 
Campaign) 

• 65 (1%) respondents said driving would be difficult and/or unsafe due to 
sports cyclists using the park  

• 38 (1%) respondents called for greater enforcement against non-compliant 
cyclists at pedestrian crossings 

• 20 (<1%) respondents said banning sports cyclists would improve pedestrian 
safety 

• 17 (<1%) said banning sports cyclists would improve the safety of non-sports 
cyclists  

Comments on cyclist behaviour 

216 (3%) respondents commented on the perceived poor behaviour of cyclists:  

• 148 (2%) respondents said the proposals would encourage further bad 
behaviour from cyclists 

• 106 (2%) respondents said pedestrians would feel unsafe due to speeding 
and/or reckless cycling 

• 46 (1%) respondents said cyclists ignored red traffic lights in Outer Circle 

• 30 (<1%) respondents said cyclists were a significant danger to motorists 

• 16 (<1%) respondents said cyclists should wear lights and/or reflective 
clothing to reduce visibility to other road users 

Impact on air pollution  

227 (4%) respondents provided a comment in relation to the impact of the scheme 
on the local environment: 

• 121 (2%) respondents felt that the proposals will negatively impact air quality 
and increase pollution levels 

• 84 (1%) respondents said the proposals would improve air pollution 

• 8 (<1%) respondents called for electric vehicles and other sustainable modes 
to be encouraged to benefit air quality 
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General comments  

295 (5%) respondents provided additional general comments related to the 
proposals:  

• 177 (3%) respondents said other roads users had not been adequately
considered by the scheme

• 167 (3%) respondents did not want to see any changes

• 64 (1%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money

• 48 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase clutter and potentially
reduce safety

• 41 (1%) respondents called for shared road space instead of road users being
segregated

Impact on parking 

36 (1%) respondents called for all vehicle parking spaces to be removed to 
discourage motor traffic in the park 

Comments on alternative cycle routes 

30 (<1%) respondents commented on alternative cycle routes: 

• 25 (<1%) respondents asked for CS11 to be re-routed elsewhere

• 20 (<1%) respondents called for an alternative route for CS11 that used
Charlbert Street and/or Ordnance Hill

• 5 (<1%) respondents suggested a cycle route on The Broad Walk instead of
Outer Circle

Question 19: ‘Have your say on proposals for Park Crescent and 
Portland Place (Devonshire Street)’ 
We invited respondents to comment on our proposals for Park Crescent and 
Portland Place (near the junction with Devonshire Street). 

Of the 6,270 respondents, 1,426 (23%) respondents left comments in the open text 
field for this question. We have summarised the key issues below. Percentages 
given are calculated from the total 6,270 consultation respondents. 

Non-specific comments 

111 (2%) respondents provided non-specific comments: 
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• 75 (1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was negative 
towards both options such as “disagree with all of this” 

• 22 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option A and Option B such as “both are good ideas” 

• 9 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option B 

• 3 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option A 

Impact on cycling 

1072 (17 %) respondents commented on the expected impact on cycling: 

• 635 (10%) respondents supported the proposed segregation within Option B  

o 50 (1%) respondents said this scheme would encourage people who 
were currently unwilling to cycle 

• 304 (5%) called for protected cycling provision on both sides of Park Crescent 
(with 230 of those submitting their comments as part of a Regent's Park 
Cyclists' campaign response)  

• 297 (5%) respondents said the proposals would improve safety for cycling, 
(with 230 of those being part of a Regent’s Park Cyclist Campaign response)  

• 251 (4%) respondents said cyclists should be able to turn left and not be 
subject to the red traffic signals (with 230 of those being part of Regent’s Park 
Cyclist Campaign response ) 

• 98 (2%) respondents called for wider cycle lanes 

• 29 (<1%) respondents said they preferred advisory cycle lanes 

• 27 (<1%) respondents suggested an alternative route or design proposal  

• 24 (<1%) respondents said cyclists behaved poorly on the roads 

• 23 (<1%) respondents called for traffic signal timings for cyclists to be 
investigated  

• 21 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase danger for cycling 

• 21 (<1%) respondents said there was a problem with motorists parking in 
cycle lanes 
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• 19 (<1%) respondents called for more segregation at junctions to protect cycle 
traffic 

• 13 (<1%) respondents called for more segregation than had been proposed 

Impact on motor traffic 

 299 (5%) respondents commented on the expected impact on motor traffic: 

• 224 (4%) respondents stated the proposals would have a negative impact on 
traffic congestion 

• 48 (<1%) respondents stated the proposals would cause traffic reassignment. 
Specific roads mentioned in these responses included Marylebone Road, 
Harley Street, Great Portland Street and Albany Street   

• 25 (<1%) respondents would like to see further traffic calming restrictions 
implemented  

• 25 (<1%) respondents oppose any restrictions to traffic access into The 
Regents Park 

• 14 (<1%) respondents stated the proposals would create longer journey times 
for motor traffic 

• 16 (<1%) respondents opposed any restrictions from Portland Place/Park 
Crescent 

Impact on parking 

282(4%) respondents provided a comment on parking: 

• 239 (4%) respondents called for short-stay parking bays to be installed to 
facilitate school pick-ups and drop-offs (with 230 of those from the Regent’s 
Park Cyclist Campaign response) 

• 22 (<1%) respondents supported the removal of parking bays  

• 21 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
parking  

General comments  

158 (3%) respondents provided a general comment on the proposals: 

• 143 (2%) respondents called for the proposals to be abandoned  

• 21 (<1%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money 
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Impact on air pollution  

72(4%) respondents comment on the expected impact on air pollution: 

• 63 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on air
pollution

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would have a positive impact on air
pollution

Impact on pedestrians   

56 (1%) respondents comment on the expected impact on pedestrians: 

• 50 (<1%) respondents suggested the scheme would have a negative impact
on pedestrians

• 6 (<1%) respondents suggested the scheme would have a positive impact on
pedestrians

Impact on local people  

115 (2%) respondents comment on the expected impact on local people: 

• 53 (1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
residents' ability to move around the area

• 39 (1%) respondents said the scheme excessively prioritises cycling over
other road users

• 17 (1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
journeys to schools in the area

• 7 (1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
disabled people

• 4 (1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on bus
users

Question 21: ‘Have your say on proposals for Portland Place 
(Weymouth Street and New Cavendish Street)’ 
We invited respondents to comment on proposals for Portland Place (Weymouth 
Street and New Cavendish Street).  

Of the 6,270 respondents, 1,173 respondents answered this question. We have 
summarised the significant themes below. Percentages given are calculated from 
the total 6,270 consultation respondents. 
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Non-specific comments 

109 (2%) respondents provided a non-specific comment: 

• 76 (1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was negative 
towards Option A and Option B 

• 22 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option A and Option B 

• 2 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option A 

• 9 (<1%) respondents provided a non-specific comment that was positive 
towards Option B 

General comments 

169 (3%) respondents provided a general comment on the proposals: 

• 119 (2%) respondents called for the proposals for Portland Place to be 
abandoned107 used comments such as the area should be “left alone” or 
“fine as is”; 12 suggested the area should be left alone as there is no problem 
now and the proposal has potential to cause more problems 

• 28 (<1%) respondents said there was no need for the scheme  

• 19 (<1%) respondents said the scheme was a waste of money  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the money would be better spent elsewhere  

Impact on cycling 

760 (12%) respondents comment on the expected impact on cycling: 

• 511 (8%) respondents called for segregated cycling provision to make a safer 
environment and encourage cycling: 

o 446 (7%) supported segregation as proposed in Option B (of which 238 
submitted their comments as part of Regent’s Park Cyclists Campaign 
response 

o 10 (<1%) supported segregation in either option  

• 298 (5%) respondents said segregation would improve safety for cycling (with 
238 of these submitting their comments as part of the Regent’s Park Cyclists 
Campaign response)  

• 89 (1%) respondents called for wider cycle lanes  
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o 9 (<1%) respondents said the cycle lanes would not be wide enough if 
motor vehicles were parked adjacent  

o 7 (<1%) respondents called for the footway to be narrowed to make 
room for wider cycle lanes  

o 2 (<1%) respondents said wider cycle lanes allowed cyclists to 
overtake  

• 33 (1%) respondents preferred advisory cycle lanes over segregated 
provision 

• 30 (<1%) respondents said segregated cycling provision would encourage 
broader participation  

• 25 (<1%) respondents expressed called for cycling priority at accesses and 
side roads 

• 22 (<1%) respondents called for signal timings that would prioritise cycling 

• 17(<1%) respondents called for the cycle route to be extended  

• 14(<1%) respondents said parking on cycle lanes was a problem 

• 9 (<1%) respondents called for more segregated facilities than had been 
proposed  

• 7 (<1%) respondents were negative towards segregated cycling facilities    

• 2 (<1%) respondents suggested segregation should be mandatory  

• 4 (<1%) respondents objected to the visual impact of cycle lanes 

Impact on motor traffic 

152 (2%) respondents said they expect the proposals to have a negative impact on 
motor traffic: 

• 116 (2%) respondents said there would be an increase in motor traffic 
congestion  

• 26 (<1%) respondents said there would be longer journey times for motorists 

• 23 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads 

• 15 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
parking in the area 

• 6 (<1%) respondents called for restrictions on use the use of motor vehicles in 
this area  
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Impact on pedestrians 

32 (1%) respondents comment on the expected impact on pedestrians: 

• 14 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on
pedestrians

• 12 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a positive impact on
pedestrians

• 9 (<1%) respondents supported the proposed changes to pedestrian
crossings

• 7 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase conflict between
pedestrians and cyclists

• 2 (<1%) respondents suggested alternative pedestrian provision

Impact on local people 

61(1%) respondents comment on the expected impact on local people: 

• 21 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
residents' ability to travel around the area

• 20 (<1%) respondents said the scheme failed to adequately consider those
who do not cycle

• 12 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
journeys to schools

• 11 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would have a negative impact on
journeys to hospitals or medical appointments

Comments on cyclist behaviour  

16 (<1%) respondents said cyclists did not behave well on the road 

Question 33 – 'Do you have any comments on the quality of this 
consultation, the materials or the information provided?' 
2,176 respondents (35%) answered this question, and the main issues raised 
are reported below. Percentages are calculated from the total 6,270 consultation 
respondents.Comments made about the consultation but in other sections of the 
consultation questionnaire have all been summarised here, for ease of reference. 
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Non-specific comments 

 2,178 (34%) respondents rated the consultation using a non-specific comment: 

• 1,434 (23%) respondents rated the consultation in a non-specific positive way 
such as “very good” or “informative”  

• 701 (11%) respondents rated the consultation in a non-specific negative way, 
such as “poor” or “unhelpful” 

• 43 (1%) made a comment on the scheme or cycling without giving a view on 
the consultation 

Comments on materials 

 1,562 (24%) respondents rated the consultation materials: 

• 1,242 (20%) respondents made generally positive comments: 

o 997 (16%) respondents rated the consultation materials positively, 
complimenting the materials 

o 190 (3%) respondents said the consultation was informative  

o 171 (3%) respondents said the consultation was  “okay” or “fine” 

o 75 (1%) respondents said the images provided were helpful  

o 22 (<1%) respondents said the consultation was easy to read or view 
online 
 

• 320 (5%) respondents made generally negative comments: 
o 139 (2%) respondents said more information could have been provided as 

part of the consultation  

o 67 (1%) respondents said it was difficult to see the plans alongside the 
questions  

o 54 (1%) respondents said the consultation was difficult to read or view 
online 

o 73 (1%) respondents said information was “bad”, “poor” or “terrible”  

o 71 (1%) respondents said the consultation was too long and cumbersome   

o 51  (1%) respondents said clearer maps were needed  

o 26  (<1%) respondents said they would have liked more maps and images 

o 15 (<1%) respondents said the images used were unrealistic 
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o 14 (<1%) respondents said there was a large amount of data in the 
consultation and it was not easily broken down in the questions 

o 4 (<1%) respondents said they had difficulty using the consultation website 
on a mobile phone   

Comments on public events  

44 (1%) respondents commented on the consultation events: 

• 32 (1%) respondents said the drop-in events held were unhelpful, sometimes 
suggesting that TfL staff did not know the area in question well enough, or 
that questions were not adequately addressed  

• 9  (<1%) respondents said the drop-in events held were helpful  

• 3 (<1%) respondents said more drop-in events were needed 

Comments about the process   

709 (11%) respondents commented on the consultation and engagement process:    

• 286 (5%) respondents said residents were not consulted  

• 217 (3%) respondents said the consultation was not publicised enough  

• 135 (2%) respondents said a decision had already been made on the 
introduction of  the scheme  

• 102 (2%) respondents wanted to see more specific information  

• 90 (1%) respondents said that printed material had been inadequately 
distributed  

• 81 (1%) respondents wanted to hear about the consultation further in advance 
as they did not have enough time to digest all the information  

• 56 (1%) respondents hoped the public responses would get heard  

• 38 (1%) respondents wanted the consultation extended  

• 32 (1%) respondents commented on the lack of modelling detail undertaken 
to show the effects of the scheme   

• 31 (1%) respondents said this consultation was not co-ordinated with other 
projects, such as HS2 

• 19 (<1%) respondents said the consultation lacked understanding of local 
issues  

129 



• 19 (<1%) respondents suggested the consultation was not covering enough 
roads      

• 16 (<1%) respondents suggested the scheme did not consider the impacts 
this would have on the disabled or elderly   

• 12 (<1%) respondents expressed concerns that responses to the consultation 
would be misinformed or influenced by local groups  

• 10 (<1%) respondents suggested the changes to bus routes were not clearly 
shown   

• 3 (<1%) respondents suggested the increase in pollution and congestion was 
not mentioned  

Comments about the scheme   

254 (4%) respondents commented on the scheme itself within this consultation 
question:  

• 115 (2%) respondents considered the scheme to be poor  

• 106 (2%) respondents expressed concern that other road users were not 
considered 

• 31 (<1%) respondents said there was a weak methodology behind the 
scheme 

• 26 (<1%) respondents supported the scheme, saying it was needed 

 
Campaign Responses  

15 responses addressing the consultation process (<1%) were from Stop CS11 (as 
set out in Appendix D) who suggested the consultation is fundamentally flawed and 
does not respect the minimum requirements of consultations undertaken by public 
bodies. They argued that the consultation had not been undertaken at a formative 
stage in the development of the CS11 scheme. 

6 responses (<1%) were from Unidentified Campaign 2 (as set out in Appendix D) 
who made a series of criticisms of the consultation process, citing a number of 
reasons including: insufficient details presented by TfL and the consultation not 
taking place at a formative stage of proposals. 
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Appendix B: Analysis of petition comments 
3,773 people had signed the ‘Stop CS11’ online petition opposing the scheme at the 
point when it was submitted to us. The online petition gave people the option to 
leave a comment as well as adding their names to a statement rejecting CS11 
written by the petitioners. These comments were submitted to us by the petitioner, 
and analysed by our analysts, JMP Consultants, using the same methodology as 
was used to analyse the main consultation comments.  

We do not aggregate petition comments with consultation comments because the 
former have been submitted in response to information and arguments put forward 
by a petitioner. Consultation responses are, in the main, submitted after reading 
consultation materials. However, every petition comment was read and analysed by 
applying the same methodology used to analyse consultation comments. 

1,400 respondents commented on the petition website, and their comments are 
described below. Percentages given are calculated from the total 1,400 petition 
respondents. Some of the petitioners also submitted formal responses to the 
consultation. Their petition responses have been included in this analysis of petition 
responses. 

The responses to the petition have been categorised in the following way: 

• 1,319 (94%) respondents commented on the overall proposals 

• 30 (2%) respondents commented on Swiss Cottage 

• 52 (4%) respondents commented on Avenue Road (North) 

• 52 (4%) respondents commented on Avenue Road (South) 

• 76 (5%) commented respondents on Regent's Park 

• 13 (1%) respondents commented on the quality of the consultation 

• 2 (<1%) respondents commented on Portland Place 

Part 1: Comments on overall proposals 

General comments 

156 (11%) respondents provided a comment regarding the overall proposals, of 
which: 

• 142 (10%) were generally negative towards the scheme 

• 14 (1%) provided a neutral comment about the scheme 
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Impact on motor traffic 

565 (40%) respondents said there would be impacts on motor traffic: 

• 478 (34%) respondents said the proposals would increase motor traffic 
congestion 

o 31 (2%) respondents said St John's Wood would be an affected area 

o 29 (2%) respondents said Swiss Cottage 

o 25 (2%) respondents said North London 

o 18 (1%) respondents said Baker Street 

o 14 (1%) respondents said Hampstead 

o 14 (1%) respondents said Albany Road 

o 11 (1%) respondents said Finchley Road 

o 11 (1%) respondents said Primrose Hill 

o 7 (1%) respondents said Marylebone Road 

o 6 (<1%) respondents said Belsize Park 

o 6 (<1%) respondents said Avenue Road 

o 6 <1%) respondents said Prince Albert Road 

o 2 (<1%) respondents said Albany Street 

o 2 (<1%) respondents said Euston Road 

 

• 527 (38%) respondents commented on the expected impact on vehicular 
mobility and access: 

o 91 (7%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
businesses 

o 81 (6%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on parents 
and the school run – specifically in Hampstead and Fitzjohn's Avenue 

o 42 (3%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on disabled 
people  

o 28 (2%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on 
deliveries 

o 23 (2%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on those 
visiting friends or relatives 
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o 19 (1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on local 
shopping trips 

o 11 (1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on visitors 
to The Regent's Park 

o 11 (1%) respondents said there would negative impacts on commuters 

o 11 (1%) respondents said there would be a reduction in numbers 
visiting and shopping in the West End 

• 186 (13%) felt that road users other than cyclists were not adequately 
considered within the proposals 

• 62 (4%) respondents said there would be an increase in motorist journey 
times 

• 53 (4%) respondents said there would be increased rat-running in minor roads 

• 28 (2%) respondents said recent Thames Water works demonstrated the 
potential motor traffic impacts of the proposals  

• 22 (2%) respondents said the scheme would not reduce vehicle journeys 

• 19 (1%) respondents were concerned that CS11 proposals would increase 
emergency response times 

• 12 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase distances travelled 
for motorist journeys 

• 12 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase journey times to and 
from London 

Impact on cycling 

66 (5%) respondents commented on the expected impact on cycling: 

• 21 (2%) respondents said they support increasing cycling provision in general 

• 16 (1%) respondents said the proposals would not benefit cyclists 

• 14 (1%) respondents said the proposals would increase the dangers for 
cyclists 

• 8 (1%) respondents suggested that there is a general need for better cycling 
facilities 

• 6 (<1%) respondents said alternative cycle routes would be more viable than 
the route chosen for CS11 
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• 4 (<1%) said the proposals were unbalanced, and favoured cycling too greatly 

• 3 (<1%) respondents suggested improving cycle connections to other cycle 
superhighways 

• 2 (<1%) respondents provided a comment calling for segregated cycling 
facilities 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said Advance Stop Lines (ASLs) are dangerous for 
cycling 

Impact on air pollution 

74 (5%) respondents commented on the expected impact on air pollution: 

• 61 (4%) respondents said there would be an increase in air pollution caused 
by increased motor traffic congestion associated with the scheme  

• 13 (1%) respondents said there would be an increase in air pollution from 
longer motor traffic journeys as a result of the scheme 

Comments on cyclist behaviour 

78 (6%) respondents commented on how they perceived cyclist behaviour: 

• 47 (3%) respondents said because cyclists do not pay road tax or have 
registration, facilities should not be provided on their behalf 

• 34 (2%) respondents said cyclists ignore the Highway Code, for example by 
jumping red lights 

• 12 (1%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to pedestrians 

• 9 (1%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to motorists 

• 5 (<1%) respondents said cyclists cause danger to themselves 

Justification for scheme 

19 (1%) respondents commented on how the justification for the scheme: 

• 14 (1%) respondents said there are currently low levels of cycling in this area 
and the scheme is not necessary 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said CS11 was not suitable for the area 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said cycling provision in London is not used and CS11 is 
not needed 
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Impact on pedestrians 

• 11 (1%) respondents said increased motor traffic using rat-runs would 
increase risk to pedestrians 

• 8 (1%) respondents said Cycle Superhighways encourage fast cycling and 
increase danger to pedestrians 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would be negative for pedestrians 

Comments on parking 

5 (<1%) respondents suggested that there should be a reduction of parking to further 
reduce car use 

Impact upon bus users 

13(1%) respondents commented on how the proposals could affect bus users: 

• 9 (1%) respondents said the proposals would reduce accessibility by bus 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase bus journey times 

Comments on costs and benefits 

55 (4%) respondents commented on how the costs and benefits of the proposals: 

• 31 (2%) respondents felt that proposals were a waste of public money / taxes 

• 20 (1%) respondents suggested that there would be a lot of disruption for little 
benefit 

• 4 (<1%) respondents felt that the scheme was not justified in a time of 
austerity 

Comments on planning 

148 (11%) respondents commented on planning aspects of the scheme: 

• 123 (9%) respondents said the proposals were ill-conceived and/or showed 
that TfL were incompetent 

• 19 (1%) respondents said planners showed a lack of local knowledge  

• 8 (1%) respondents said TfL were undemocratic and/or politically influenced 

Comments on traffic modelling 

29 (2%) respondents commented on traffic modelling: 
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• 18 (<1%) respondents said traffic modelling failed to account for the two-way 
Baker Street scheme 

• 11 (1%) respondents said traffic modelling failed to account for the 
construction of HS2 construction 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said traffic modelling failed to account for one or both of 
the Barracks developments 

Part 2: Comments on Swiss Cottage 
Of the 1,400 people who provided comments along with their petition signature, 30 
(2%) made reference to the proposals for Swiss Cottage. 

• 18 (1%) respondents argued that there will be an increase in traffic congestion 
due to the proposals 

• 10 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on the 
look and feel of the area 

• 6 (<1%) respondent said there would be no benefits from the scheme 

• 5 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the impact of banning general 
traffic from Avenue Road 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would be negative for motorists 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said that access would be reduced due to the proposals 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said there would be negative impacts on air pollution 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the proposals did not consider other road users 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the impact of HS2 had not been accounted for 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said the proposals had not considered the impact on 
elderly people 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively affect businesses in 
the area 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would cause motor traffic 
reassignment in nearby roads 

• 2 (<1%) respondents suggested that the recent Thames Water works showed 
the disruption that would arise at Swiss Cottage 
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• 2 (<1%) respondents said that proposals were ill-conceived and/or showed 
that TfL was incompetent 

Part 3: Avenue Road (north) 
Of the 1,400 people who provided comments along with their petition signature, 52 
(4%) made reference to the proposals in Avenue Road (North) 

• 27 (2%) respondents believed that the closing of Avenue Road will have 
significant impacts on congestion 

• 10 (1%) respondents argued that that the proposals will be negative for those 
with children attending schools in the area 

• 10 (1%) respondents argued that there will be a negative impact on motorists 
of closing Avenue Road 

• 9 (1%) respondents suggested that the proposals are a waste of money and 
that their opinions are not being listened to 

• 9 (1%) respondents suggested that there would be a repeat of the congestion 
that occurred when Thames Water recently carried out work on these roads 

• 7 (1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
commuters 

• 7 (1%) respondents said cycle lanes are barely used 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said cyclists are poorly behaved, including jumping 
lights and not following the Highway Code 

• 3 (<1%) respondents opposed the closure of Avenue Road  

• 3 (<1%) respondents opposed routing buses down Avenue Road 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said there would be an increase in motor traffic journey 
times 

• 2 (<1%) respondents opposed the closure of Avenue Road south of Adelaide 
Road 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said the area should be left as it is 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said the impact of HS2 and the 100 Avenue Road 
development would harm the local environment 
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Part 4: Avenue Road (south) 
Of the 1,400 people who provided comments along with their petition signature, 52 
(4%) made reference to the proposals within Avenue Road (South) 

• 34 respondents (2%) said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
traffic  

• 12 respondents (1%) said Avenue Road should be open to all traffic 

• 9 respondents (<1%) said other road users had not been adequately 
considered due to the prioritisation of cyclists 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would increase air pollution 

• 8 (1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively affect commuters 
and businesses 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said cycle provision in the area was already acceptable  

• 7 respondents (<1%) believed that the proposal will cause congestion, citing 
the recent impact of Thames Water works. 

• 6 (<1%) said limiting access to Avenue Road would cause motor traffic 
reassignment to nearby roads 

• 5 respondents (<1%) said cyclists displayed poor behaviour  

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the area is occupied by families, who need to travel 
by motor vehicle 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money 

• 2 respondents (<1%) said the proposals in this area would have negative 
impact on cycling 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said they opposed the closure of Avenue Road south of 
Adelaide Road 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said they opposed buses using Avenue Road south of 
Adelaide Road 

Part 5: Regent's Park 
Of the 1,400 people who provided comments along with their petition signature, 76 
(5%) made reference to The Regents Park   

• 59 (4%) respondents expressed concern about the closures of gates to 
general traffic within The Regent's Park 
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• 37 (3%) respondents suggested the proposal would have a negative impact 
on motor traffic congestion  

• 19 (1%) respondents said current motor traffic levels are low in Outer Circle 
and no interventions were needed 

• 12 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact for 
motorists  

• 12 (<1%) respondents said other roads users apart from cyclists were not 
adequately considered within the scheme 

• 10 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
residents in the park  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the scheme would affect access to the park for 
people who do not cycle  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact on 
access for children and families who do not cycle  

• 9 (<1%) respondents said Outer Circle works well with motorists and cyclists 
co-existing.  

• 8 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact on 
park access for disabled people 

• 8 (<1%) respondents said Regent’s Park should be left as it is   

• 8 (<1%) respondents said it was unfair to give cyclists priority within the park    

• 7 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the negative impact of 
restricting access to The Regent's Park 

• 7 (1%) respondents said the proposals would negatively impact residents 
trying to access the park 

• 5 (<1%) respondents called for changes to be halted until HS2 works are 
completed  

• 5 (<1%) respondents said the gate closures would have a negative impact on 
access for elderly people 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would make it impossible to access 
the amenities within the park such as the zoo or tennis club 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals were a waste of money 

139 



• 4 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on 
pedestrians   

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the gate closure would lead to motor traffic 
reassignment into nearby roads 

• 3 (<1%) respondents called for a ban on racing cyclists within The Regent's 
Park because of the danger they present to other road users  

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would mean a loss of important 
through routes for motorists  

• 3 (<1%) respondents said it was wrong to restrict access to the park 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said the proposals would have a negative impact on the 
environment  

• 2 (<1%) respondents said cycling in the park should be reduced or banned 

Part 6: Portland Place 
2 signatories to the petition (<1%) commented that improving cycling provision on 
Portland Place would potentially harm children either through increased road danger 
or increasing journey times to and from schools 

Part 7: Comments on the consultation  
13 signatories to the petition (<1%) provided negative feedback on the consultation 
process:  

• 10 (<1%) respondents said residents were not properly consulted  

• 4 (<1%) respondents said the consultation was not publicised enough or was 
hidden 

• 4 (<1%) respondents said not enough roads or areas were included in the 
leaflet distribution 

• 3 (<1%) respondents said a decision had already been made on the scheme 
and the consultation was biased 

• 2 (<1%) respondents expressed concern about the modelling information 
provided 

• 2 (<1%) respondents said they needed to hear about the consultation further 
in advance  
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Appendix C: Consultation questions 
How the questions were organised 
For CS11, we organised the questions into eight groups: one group asking for views 
on the overall scheme (which was mandatory), one for each fo the six sections, and 
a group of questions asking for information about the respondent. Respondents 
could answer the groups of questions in any order. 

 

Have your say on proposals for Cycle Superhighway Route 11 - overall proposals  
2 questions 

Section 1 - Have your say on proposals for Swiss Cottage (including proposals 
for bus services) 
8 questions  

Section 2 - Have your say on proposals for Avenue Road (north) 
2 questions  

Section 3 - Have your say on proposals for Avenue Road (south) 
2 questions  

Section 4 - Have your say on proposals for The Regents Park 
3 questions 

Sections 5 - Have your say on our proposals for Park Crescent and Portland 
Place, (up to the junction with Devonshire Street) 
2 questions  

Section 6 - Have your say on our proposals for Portland Place, junction with 
Weymouth Street and junction with New Cavendish Street 
2 questions  

About you 
13 questions 

 

Questions about the proposals 

1. Do you support our overall proposals for Cycle Superhighway 11? 
Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No 
 

2. Do you have any comments about our overall proposals for Cycle 
Superhighway 11? 
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3. Do you support our proposals for CS11 at Swiss Cottage? 
Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No 

4. Do you have any comments about our proposals for CS11 at Swiss Cottage? 

5. What do you think about our proposals to change route 31? 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

6. What do you think about our proposals to change route 268? 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

7. What do you think about our proposals to change route 46? 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

8. What do you think about our proposals to change route 603? 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

9. What do you think about our proposals to change route C11? 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

10. Do you have any comments about our proposals to make changes to bus 
services? 

11. Do you support our proposals for CS11 on Avenue Road (north)? 
Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No 

12. Do you have any comments about our proposals for Avenue Road (north)? 

13. Do you support our proposals for CS11 on Avenue Road (south)? 
Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No 

14. Do you have any comments about our proposals for Avenue Road (south)? 

15. Do you support TfL's and The Royal Parks' proposals for CS11 through The 
Regents Park? 
Yes, Partially, Not sure, No opinion, No 

16. TfL and The Royal Parks are considering a number of different measures to 
reduce the speed and volume of vehicles using the Outer Circle. We’d like to 
know what you think of each of these suggestions: 
     - Access restrictions for motor vehicles at four of the gates into the park  
     - Raised junctions at four locations around the Outer Circle  
     - Use of speed cameras to enforce the 30mph speed limit  
     - Use of signage to remind drivers of the speed limit in the park 
Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly disagree    

17. Do you have any comments about our proposals for Avenue Road (south) 
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18. Which option do you prefer? 
Option A, Option B, Either option, Neither option, No opinion 

19. Do you have any comments about our proposals for Park Crescent and 
Portland Place (up to the junction with Devonshire Street)? 

20. Which option do you prefer? 
Option A, Option B, Either option, Neither option, No opinion 

21. Do you have any comments about our proposals for Portland Place, junction 
with Weymouth Street and junction with New Cavendish Street? 

 

Questions about the respondents 

22. What’s your name? 

23. What is your email address? 

24. Please provide us with your postcode? 

25. Which age range are you in? 
Up to 18, 19-39, 40-59, 60-79, 80+, Prefer not to say 

26. Are you (please tick all boxes that apply): 
Local resident, Business owner, Employed locally, Visitor to the area, 
Commuter to area, Not local, but interested in the scheme, Other (Please 
specify)   

27. If responding on behalf of an organisation, business or campaign group, 
please provide us with the name: 

28. What types of transport do you normally use locally (please tick all boxes that 
apply)? 
Private car, taxi, van, lorry, bus, coach, bicycle, walk, tube, train, 
motorcycle/powered two-wheeler, other (please specify) 

29. On average, how often do you cycle? 
Most days, About once a week, About 1-3 times a month, Less often, Never 

30. If you do cycle, is it for (please tick all boxes that apply) 
Leisure, Training, Work, Commuting, Other (please specify) 

31. On average, how often do you catch a bus through or around Swiss Cottage? 
Most days, About once a week, About 1-3 times a month, Less often, Never 
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32. How did you hear about this consultation? 
Leaflet from a TfL representative, Letter, Email, Public Exhibition, Facebook, 
Twitter, Read about it in the press, Other (please specify below) 

33. Please tell us what you think about the quality of this consultation (for 
example, the information we have provided, any printed material you have 
received, any maps or plans, the website and questionnaire, etc) 

34. Are you happy for us to contact you in the future about the Cycle 
Superhighway 11? 
Yes, No 
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Appendix D: Petitions and campaigns 
We have reproduced the standard text that made up each of the campaign 
responses that were identified by our analysts. In some instances, respondents 
added additional comments to campaign responses. All campaign responses, 
including those with additional comments, have been fully considered as part of this 
consultation process. 

Petition text from Stop CS11 
“The CS11 scheme is ill-designed and unfit for purpose. By TfL’s own admission it 
will increase traffic and bring congestion to residential streets. It will significantly 
impact the ability of the residents of and visitors to South Hampstead, St John’s 
Wood and Hampstead to go about their daily lives. It is a part of a much larger 
scheme that may never be implemented and has not yet been presented or 
consulted upon. 

CS11 is planned on the major arterial route between the M1 and Central London 
carrying significant commercial traffic essential to the functioning of London’s 
economy. Reducing road capacity on this route by removing traffic lanes and bus 
lanes while replacing them with cycle lanes actually exposes cyclists to increased 
danger when not segregated from increasingly frustrated motor traffic. 

This consultation is fundamentally flawed and does not respect the minimum 
requirements of consultations undertaken by public bodies. It has been inadequately 
advertised to local residents who have been given insufficient time to respond. The 
public has not been given sufficient details with which to evaluate the impact of these 
far-reaching changes. This consultation is neither substantively fair nor does it have 
the appearance of fairness. This consultation should have been undertaken at the 
formative stage of this element of the wider scheme not at a stage where TfL has 
already decided on the principle of CS11 and publicly declared its intention to 
commence building in 2017. As the consultation only concerns part of CS11 it is also 
premature and insufficient. Consultation should take place for the entire route once 
fully elaborated. 

TfL propose to limit the unrestricted entry of motor vehicles to The Regent's Park to 
two gates, restricting the others to opening only between 11.00 am and 3.pm. 
Parkway is a choke point as is Camden high street (both one way). This drastic re-
channelling of motor traffic from the park is not supported by the generally light 
existing traffic flows in the park, the inconvenience that would be caused to users, 
and is way beyond what would be necessary to enhance cycle safety in the park. 

A primary area of concern is the severe reduction in road capacity at Swiss Cottage 
from 6 lanes to 3, the very severe impact on congestion thereby created and also 
displaced to secondary and minor roads and therefore increased air pollution in an 
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area already designated an “Air Quality Management Area”. CS11 will cause 
unacceptable and unnecessary congestion by forcing vehicles into quiet residential 
streets that will be already under pressure from HS2 road closures. 

TfL’s traffic flow modelling takes no account of the long-term and significant 
disruption that will be caused by high volumes of construction traffic caused by HS2, 
the St John's Wood barracks conversion and the construction of the 100 Avenue 
Road (Swiss Cottage roundabout) skyscraper. This is a fundamental flaw in the 
model and in itself merits restarting the analysis and consultation process. 

The CS11 programme creates severe logistical, environmental and life quality issues 
for those commuters, residents, businesses, the elderly and disabled who are reliant 
on motor transport by disproportionately penalising this mode of transport and failing 
to take into account the surrounding construction works projects 

The Fitzjohn’s Avenue area of Hampstead is one of the largest “educational parks” in 
the country. It is a reality that these schools exist and should not be unreasonably 
impeded in their operation. However committed the parental community of these 
schools to alternative means of transport there will always remain a significant 
reliance on motor transport at drop-off and pick-up. The deliberately lengthened 
journey times around Swiss Cottage and the highly restricted access provision into 
and out of College Crescent will unreasonably penalise this community of road users 
as well as local residents.” 

Campaign text from London Cycling Campaign  
“I support CS11 but want to see the London Cycling Campaign's proposals 
implemented, including: good quality, wide tracks throughout; safe, direct and timely 
crossings for pedestrians and cyclists; 20mph the default through the scheme; no 
"critical fails" on junctions according to TfL's Cycling Level of Service; safe, 
comfortable and convenient turns for cyclists enabled in all directions at all junctions 
(particularly an issue around Swiss Cottage); traffic reduction if necessary on 
Avenue Road; gates closed at all times in The Regent's Park and no granite setts on 
the raised tables; an improved version of option B on Portland Place - with safe 
space for cycling on Park Crescent and wider tracks; and finally for the scheme to be 
carried on beyond Swiss Cottage as a matter of urgency.” 

Campaign text from Regent’s Park Cyclists 
“I am very supportive of the overall CS plans across London and the CS11 plans are 
broadly very well thought through and designed. 

The primary area of concern is the raised tables proposed within the The Regent’s 
Park perimeter, this is in my opinion an un-necessary and dangerous addition for 
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cyclists and other vulnerable road users. It’s not “heritage friendly” and would 
damage the look / feel of the outer circle. There are better ways to slow vehicles e.g. 
speed cameras, and improve pedestrian crossing points. 

The CS11 programme is important for encouraging commuter cyclists, but should 
not cause additional dangers to pedestrian or any cyclists using the Outer Circle for 
exercise. They are important users of The Regent’s Park.” 

Unidentified campaign 1 text 
“I support CS11 fully with the exception of raised tables in The Regent's Park.” 

Unidentified campaign 2 text  
“Cycle Superhighway 11 – Brent Cross to the West End- Consultation re part of 
CS11 between Swiss Cottage and the West End. We opposed the TfL proposals for 
the following reasons: 

1. This Consultation is fundamentally flawed 

1.1 TfL claims that its proposals for CS11 have been designed to improve cycling 
safety and reduce conflict between motor vehicles and cyclists. However, insufficient 
details are provided to enable the public to evaluate these claims by TfL, nor are 
other options for achieving such objections discussed or analysed in the consultation 
documentation provided to the public. 

1.2 TfL proposes significant changes to existing road layouts and junctions allegedly 
to make them safer and more convenient for cyclists and pedestrians, taking account 
of local conditions and other demands, but insufficient details are provided on how 
safety or convenience would be improved for cyclists or pedestrians, so the public is 
not in fact given adequate information to evaluate TfL's claims, nor are other options 
for achieving such objections discussed or analysed in the consultation 
documentation provided to the public.  

1.3 TfL states that its aim is to have construction start in 2017, and the details 
offered by TfL clearly show that TfL has already decided in favour of the principle of 
the Cycle Superhighway, to provide a continuous route from Brent Cross to the West 
End, and therefore is giving no serious considerations to alternatives for achieving 
the objectives sought to be achieved by Tfl, other than Cycle Superhighway 11. 

1.4 This consultation is clearly defective and does not respect the minimum 
requirements for consultations undertaken by public bodies and authorities such as 
TfL. The consultation is neither substantively fair nor does it have the appearance of 
fairness. 
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1.5 The consultation breaches a fundamental requirement for public consultations, 
namely that they should be at a formative stage, and not merely regarding details of 
a scheme already well beyond that stage, Here, TfL has clearly already decided on 
the principle of the Cycle Superhighway (CS11), and declared that its aim is to start 
construction in 2017.  

1.6 TfL has not given sufficient reasons for its proposals or the necessary supporting 
documentation, to allow the public to evaluate the proposals or to be able to 
comment in an informed manner.  

1.7 Where proposals by TfL are being informed by TfL investigations, surveys and 
research, as here (e.g. alleged problems of excess vehicle speed and higher than 
average collision rates in Regents Park) such documentation must be made 
available to the public. If TfL has, as it claims, important documentary evidence 
which is material to its determinations, the public has a legitimate interest in knowing 
those documents and such documents should be disclosed in the consultation 
process. Clearly, that has not been done here, nor does TfL appear to have invited 
independent third party experts to consider options for achieving the objectives 
sought to be achieved by TfL or to evaluate TfL's proposals or the underlying 
information, data, assumptions and projections on which TfL's proposals are based 

1.8 Also, this 'consultation' concerns only a part of CS11 and seems clearly 
premature and insufficient. The public interest would be far better served if the public 
were presented with the entire Cycle Superhighway scheme, and were not invited to 
comment about only what may be a very small part of what is clearly intended as a 
much larger plan to provide a continuous cycle route from Swiss Cottage to the West 
End. 

2. Specific objections to TfL's proposals for the section of the proposed Cycle 
Superhighway from Swiss Cottage southwards 

2.1 TfL fails to make a convincing case for proposals that would make huge changes 
to existing road layouts and junctions.  

2.2 TfL claims that its proposals would make existing road layouts and junctions 
safer and more convenient for cyclists and pedestrians, and would take adequate 
account of local conditions and other demands, but in fact no details are provided on 
how safety or convenience would be improved for cyclists or pedestrians, or what 
other options might be considered to achieve these objectives, whilst minimising the 
adverse impact of any changes on users of the road infrastructure, including in 
particular public transport, and also minimising the adverse impact of any changes 
on all users of The Regent's Park and users of roads that would be affected by the 
proposals. .  

2.3 The proposed scheme at least in part seems illogically to push motor traffic (both 
cars and trucks) on to residential streets, and bicycles onto main roads. A cycle 
highway that works its way mainly though residential streets should be considered as 
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an alternative, as it could push motor traffic on to the major roads, and bicycle traffic 
on to minor roads. There is no reason why cycle routes need to run in straight lines. 

2.4 The proposed scheme does not offer cyclists in The Regent's Park benefits 
sufficient to outweigh the very significant negative impacts that will be suffered by all 
Londoners and by the far greater number of other users of The Regent's Park, 
notably pedestrians.  

2.5 The proposed scheme overly penalises other users of the entire road 
infrastructure that would be affected by the scheme. . 

2.6 The proposed scheme significantly increases traffic congestion, including in 
particular in St John's Wood, Belsize Park, Primrose Hill Hampstead, West 
Hampstead and other parts of LB Camden and LB Westminster.  

2.7 The proposed scheme significantly reduces motor traffic access to The Regent's 
Park without providing any evidence to support such draconian solutions. This is 
neither necessary or desirable. 

2.8 The proposed scheme makes significant road restrictions, closures and other 
changes that are acknowledged to affect Avenue Road, the Swiss Cottage gyratory 
system, and numerous other roads to the north, south, east and west of Swiss 
Cottage, but again TfL provides no evidence to support such draconian solutions, 
which are most likely to increase traffic congestion, travel time and air and noise 
pollution to the detriment of all users, including cyclists, pedestrians and school 
children. This is neither necessary or desirable. 

2.9 The proposed scheme fails to take into account the NW3 school run (55 schools 
and 12,500 pupils). 

2.10 The proposed scheme fails to take in account the HGV constraints in the 
affected areas, particularly in Hampstead. 

2.11 The proposed scheme adversely impacts on Ambulance and other Emergency 
Vehicle response times. 

2.12 The proposed scheme worsens Nitrogen Oxide pollution. 

2.13 The proposed scheme fails to take account of the planned development of a 
tower block at 100 Avenue Road, Swiss Cottage. 

2.14 The proposed scheme fails to take account HS2's plans that will involve road 
closures, traffic changes and congestion likely to run for a number years in the 
affected areas.  

3. Action requested 

TfL should immediately cancel the current consultation and instead, arrange for an 
independent group of experts to undertake a thorough analysis and evaluation of 
alternative options for achieving generally accepted objectives, to include making 
existing road layouts and junctions safer and more convenient for cyclists and 
pedestrians, taking adequate account of local conditions and other demands, whilst 
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minimising the adverse impact of any changes on users of the road infrastructure, 
including in particular public transport, and also minimising the adverse impact on all 
users of The Regent's Park.”  

Unidentified campaign 3 text 
“I would like to make a formal complaint against Cycle Superhighway 11(CSH11). 
Preventing vehicles from entering Regents Park at peak times will cause congestion 
on surrounding roads. This would put Transport For London (TFL) in breach of the 
following act. 

Traffic Management Act 2004 Sections (16).1.a , (16).1.b , (16).2.b , (17).4.a 

In essence it is TFL's duty as a Street Authority to maintain the expeditious 
movement of all traffic on roads for which they are responsible and roads for which 
another Street Authority is responsible.  

There are many alternatives to this scheme which would ensure TFL adhere to their 
Network Management Duty as stated in the TMA 2004 

I look forward to your swift reply and proposed action to adhere to TMA 2004.” 
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Appendix E: Consultation materials 
This section includes the following: 

1. The material that was included on our consultation web page 

2. The leaflet that was sent to properties close to the proposed route 

3. A map of the distribution area for the leaflet 

4. Copies of the material that was used as part of our consultation drop-in 
events 

5. A copy of the email that was sent to stakeholder organisations at the 
beginning of the consultation 

6. A list of the stakeholders that were contacted 
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Consultation leaflet 
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Leaflet distribution area 
Our consultation leaflet was sent to all addresses (in total, over 49,000) within the distribution area shown in red: 

 

160 



Examples of display materials used at consultation events 
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Example of text used on our consultation web page:  
 
Below is some sample text from the landing page of the tfl.gov.uk/cs11 website:  

Overview 
Transport for London (TfL), is working with key stakeholders to propose a major new 
cycle route. Cycle Superhighway 11 (CS11) would provide a continuous route from 
Swiss Cottage to the West End. 
 
Cycling is now a major mode of transport in London. In 2014, 645,000 journeys a 
day were made by bike, a 10 per cent increase from 2013. Cycling during the 
morning rush hour in London has more than trebled since 2000 (*source: Travel in 
London, Report 8). The proposals for CS11 have been designed to improve cycling 
safety and reduce conflict between motor vehicles and cyclists. 
 
As part of a network of Cycle Superhighways across London, CS11 would improve 
conditions for existing cyclists and help make cycling attractive to more people. We 
are proposing significant changes to existing road layouts and junctions to make 
them safer and more convenient for cyclists and pedestrians, taking account of local 
conditions and other demands. 
 
 
Have your say on proposals for Cycle Superhighway Route 11 
between Swiss Cottage and the West End 
 
What are we proposing? 
CS11 is planned to provide a continuous route from Brent Cross to the West End. 
This consultation sets out our proposals for the route from Swiss Cottage 
southwards, along Avenue Road, the Outer Circle of The Regent’s Park, Park 
Crescent and Portland Place, ending at the junction with New Cavendish Street 
where it would link in with the planned Central London Grid. 
 
To the north of Swiss Cottage, the route is proposed to run along Finchley Road and 
Hendon Way, as far as Brent Cross. We are continuing to look at different options for 
this section of the route, and consultation is planned for a later date, subject to the 
outcome of further investigations and discussions with stakeholders. 
 
How would this impact traffic? 
 
These proposals would mean that journey times for general traffic and some bus 
routes would change. Some journeys would be expected to improve at certain times 
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of day, particularly southbound traffic during the morning peak. Others would be 
expected to be longer at certain times of day, particularly around Swiss Cottage. 
The changes to the road layout and to park access would mean that some traffic 
would take a different route to get to its destination. Some borough roads would be 
likely to see an increase in traffic because of these proposals, while other borough 
roads would see a reduction in traffic volumes. 
 
We would take a number of steps to ensure that the changes made along the route 
are balanced. TfL is investing in advanced traffic signal technology to allow us to 
better manage traffic depending on differing conditions at any given time, and we are 
working to improve road user information so people can make informed journey 
choices before they travel. 
 
Parking and loading: 
Although we have designed our proposals to minimise the impact on parking and 
loading, we would need to relocate or remove existing kerbside parking and loading 
to make space for the cycle route. Some loading provision would also operate for 
less time. In particular our proposals at Swiss Cottage would mean that Avenue 
Road becomes bus and cycle only. On Finchley Road we propose changes to the 
eastern side near to the cinema, and to the western side near to Harben Parade. 
 
Businesses, servicing and deliveries: 
We are committed to working with businesses and freight operators to minimise the 
impact of these proposals on their operations. If your home or workplace is on or 
near the proposed route, or if you deliver, collect or provide services in these areas, 
please let us know if you feel the proposals could affect this activity. 
 
Next steps 
We aim to publish a report on the outcomes of this consultation later this year. 
Depending on the results of the consultation, further design work would be 
undertaken, with the aim of starting construction in 2017. 
 
Public events 
We will be holding public events at which TfL and borough staff involved in the 
project will be available to answer your questions: 
 
Tuesday 16 February 16:00 – 19:30 at Royal Institute of British Architects, 66 
Portland Place W1B 1AD 
Thursday 18 February 14:00 – 19:30 at Swiss Cottage Library, Avenue Road, NW3 
3HA 
Tuesday 23 February 07:30 – 10:00 at The Regent’s Park, North Gate 
Saturday 27 February 10:00 – 16:00 at Swiss Cottage Library, Avenue Road, NW3 
3HA 
Thursday 3 March 16:00 – 19:30 at The Regent’s Park, St Andrews Place 
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Have your say 
We would like to hear your views and comments either on the entirety of the project 
or on particular sections. 
 
Please give us your views by completing the online survey below by Sunday 20 
March 2016. 
 
Alternatively, you can: 
Email us at consultations@tfl.gov.uk, 
or write to us at FREEPOST TFL CONSULTATIONS 
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Selected online coverage of the CS11 consultation 
 
TfL published a press release to publicise the CS11 consultation to national, 
regional, local and specialist media. Below is a selection of the coverage CS11 
received: 

http://www.standard.co.uk/news/transport/regents-park-cycle-superhighway-could-
be-axed-after-huge-opposition-from-residents-a3203226.html 

http://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/a3210786.html 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-35519973 

http://www.itv.com/news/london/2016-02-08/mayor-criticised-for-cycle-plans-which-
will-kill-london/  

http://www.londonlive.co.uk/news/2016-03-11/save-cs11-campaigners-urge-new-
mayor-to-build-cycle-superhighway  

http://www.camdennewjournal.com/cs11-two-sides 

http://www.westendextra.com/regentsparkratrun 

http://www.hamhigh.co.uk/news/hampstead_meeting_called_as_boris_cycle_superhi
ghway_row_gains_momentum_1_4451282 

http://stjohnswoodhighstreet.com/stop-the-cycle-super-highway-11-st-johns-wood/ 

http://road.cc/content/news/182669-one-week-save-cycle-superhighway-11 

http://www.cyclingweekly.co.uk/news/latest-news/cyclists-hold-rally-in-support-of-
cs11-at-regents-park-217343 

http://lcc.org.uk/articles/take-action-for-new-cycle-superhighway-cs11 

http://www.tulipsiddiq.com/meeting-with-tfl-on-the-cycle-superhighway/ 

http://www.westminsterconservatives.com/abbey-road/cycle-superhighway-its-not-
too-late-to-have-your-say 
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http://www.standard.co.uk/news/transport/regents-park-cycle-superhighway-could-be-axed-after-huge-opposition-from-residents-a3203226.html
http://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/a3210786.html
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-35519973
http://www.itv.com/news/london/2016-02-08/mayor-criticised-for-cycle-plans-which-will-kill-london/
http://www.itv.com/news/london/2016-02-08/mayor-criticised-for-cycle-plans-which-will-kill-london/
http://www.londonlive.co.uk/news/2016-03-11/save-cs11-campaigners-urge-new-mayor-to-build-cycle-superhighway
http://www.londonlive.co.uk/news/2016-03-11/save-cs11-campaigners-urge-new-mayor-to-build-cycle-superhighway
http://www.camdennewjournal.com/cs11-two-sides
http://www.westendextra.com/regentsparkratrun
http://www.hamhigh.co.uk/news/hampstead_meeting_called_as_boris_cycle_superhighway_row_gains_momentum_1_4451282
http://www.hamhigh.co.uk/news/hampstead_meeting_called_as_boris_cycle_superhighway_row_gains_momentum_1_4451282
http://stjohnswoodhighstreet.com/stop-the-cycle-super-highway-11-st-johns-wood/
http://road.cc/content/news/182669-one-week-save-cycle-superhighway-11
http://www.cyclingweekly.co.uk/news/latest-news/cyclists-hold-rally-in-support-of-cs11-at-regents-park-217343
http://www.cyclingweekly.co.uk/news/latest-news/cyclists-hold-rally-in-support-of-cs11-at-regents-park-217343
http://lcc.org.uk/articles/take-action-for-new-cycle-superhighway-cs11
http://www.tulipsiddiq.com/meeting-with-tfl-on-the-cycle-superhighway/
http://www.westminsterconservatives.com/abbey-road/cycle-superhighway-its-not-too-late-to-have-your-say
http://www.westminsterconservatives.com/abbey-road/cycle-superhighway-its-not-too-late-to-have-your-say
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Stakeholder organisations contacted at consultation launch 
In some instances, more than one person at each organisation was contacted at the 
start of the consultation, but the organisation is named only once in this table.  

 

3663 First for Foodservice 
AA 
Abellio West London Ltd t/a Abellio Surrey 
Abovenet 
ACFO Ltd 
Action for Blind People 
Action on Hearing Loss (RNID) 
Advantica Technologies Limited 
Affinity Water 
Age Concern London 
Age UK London 
Airwave O2 Ltd 
Albion Water Ltd 
Alive in Space Landscape and Urban Design 
Studio 
All Party Parliamentary Cycling Group 
Alzheimer's Society 
Anderson Travel Ltd 
Andrew Boff LAM 
Andrew Dismore LAM             
Angel BID 
APC-Overnight 
Argall BID 
Arriva Kent Thameside/Kent & Sussex, Arriva 
Guildford & W Sussex, 
Arriva London North Ltd 
Arriva The Shires/ E Herts and Essex 
Asian Peoples Disabilities Alliance 
Association of British Drivers 
Association of Chief Police Officers 
Association of Town Centre Management 
Aswaston - Superdrug 
ATCoaches t/a Abbey Travel 
Atlas Internet (UK) Limited 
Automobile Association (AA) 
BAA PLC 
Baker Street Quarter 
Barking and Dagenham 
Bayswater BID 

Bayswater Residents Association 
BBC 
Belgravia Residents Association 
Belsize Park Residents' Association 
Best Bike Training / Cycletastic 
Better Bankside 
Bexley Accessible Transport Scheme, 
Bexley Council 
Bexleyheath BID 
BHS bikeability 
Bidvest logistics 
Bikeworks 
Bikexcite 
Blue Triangle Buses Ltd 
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead  
Brentwood Community Transport 
Brewery Logistics Group 
British Cycling 
British Energy Plc 
British Gas Connections Ltd 
British Land 
British Medical Association 
British Motorcyclists Federation 
British Pipeline Agency (BPA) 
British Retail Association 
British Retail Consortium 
British School of Cycling 
British Telecommunications plc 
British Water 
British Waterways Board 
BT OpenReach 
Buckinghamshire County Council 
Bucks Cycle Training  
Business B Ltd t/a The Expeditional 
Buzzlines, 
CABE - Design Council 
Cable & Wireless 
Cable and Wireless 
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Camden Council 
Camden mobility forum 
Camden Safer Transport Team 
Camden Town Unlimited 
Campaign for Better Transport 
Campbell's 
Canal & River Trust London 
Capital City School Sport Partnership 
Carousel Buses Ltd 
Carphone Warehouse 
CBI-London 
CCG Central London (Westminster)  
CCG NHS Central London 
CE-Electric UK 
Centaur Overland Travel Ltd 
Central London Cab Trade Section 
Central London CTC 
Central London Forward 
Central London Freight Quality Partnership 
Central London NHS Trust 
Central London Partnership 
Centre for Accessible Environments 
Centrica plc 
Chalkwell Garage & Coach Hire Ltd 
Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport 
Christopher Stephen Hunn t/a Travel with 
Hunny/TWH 
City Bikes (Vauxhall Walk) 
City link 
City Of London 
City of London Access Forum 
City of London Police 
Cityspace Ltd 
Clapham Transport Users Group 
Clear Channel 
Cobra Corporate Servics Ltd 
Community Transport Association 
Confederation of British Industry 
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK 
Contract National Gas Ltd 
Conway 
Corona Energy Limited 
Councillor Andrew Marshall   
Councillor Daniel Astaire       
Councillor Don Williams        
Councillor Gotz Mohindra       

Councillor Iain Bott      
Councillor Ian Rowley         
Councillor Judith Warner       
Councillor Karen Scarborough   
Councillor Lindsey Hall       
Councillor Peter Freeman      
Councillor Robert Rigby        
Councillor Roger Freeman      
Covent Garden Market Authority 
Cross River Partnership 
Crown Energy Limited 
Croydon Coaches (UK) Ltd t/a Coaches 
Excetera, 
Croydon mobility forum 
CT Plus Ltd t/a Hackney Community 
Transport, 
CTC, the national cycling charity   
CVU 
Cycle Confidence 
Cycle Confident 
Cycle Experience 
Cycle Newham 
Cycle Systems 
Cycle Training East 
Cycle Training UK (CTUK) 
Cyclelyn 
Cycle-wise Thames Valley 
Cycling Embassy of Great Britain 
Cycling Tuition 
cycling4all 
Cyclists in the City 
Department for Transport 
Design for London 
DHL Express 
DHL UK & Ireland 
Disability Alliance  
Disabled Persons Transport Advisory 
Committee 
Distrigaz NV 
E Clarke & Son (Coaches) Ltd, t/a Clarkes of 
London, 
E.ON UK Plc 
E11 BID (Leytonstone) 
Ealing Broadway BID 
Ealing Council 
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East and South East London Thames 
Gateway Transport Partnership  
East Surrey Rural Transport Partnership t/a 
Polestar Travel 
Easynet Group PLC 
Economy Gas Limited 
Ecotricity 
EDF Energy 
Edgware Road Partnership 
ElectraLink Ltd 
Energetics UK  
Energy and Utility Skills Limited 
Energy Data Company Limited 
Energy Networks Association 
Enfield Council 
English Heritage 
English Heritage - London 
Ensign Bus Company Ltd 
Enterprise Mouchel 
Environment Agency 
Environmental Transport Association 
ES Pipelines Ltd 
Essex and Suffolk Water 
Essex County Council 
Evolution Cycle Training 
Express Network Forum Representatitive from 
(Robin Parr-Davis will co-ordinate response)  
F.M Conway Ltd 
Farice hf 
Federation of Small Businesses 
Fibernet Group Plc 
Fiona Twycross 
First Beeline Buses Ltd 
Fitzrovia Neighbourhood Association 
Fitzrovia Partnership 
Freight Transport Association 
Friends of the Earth 
Fujitsu Services Limited 
Fulcrum Pipelines Ltd 
Future Inclusion 
Gamma Telecom 
Garratt Business Park (Earlsfield) 
Gas Transportation Company 
Gatwick Flyer Ltd, 
Gaz de France ESS 
Gazprom Marketing & Trading Ltd 

GEO 
GLA Strategy Access Panel members 
Global Crossing (UK) Telecommunications 
GMB 
Go-Coach Hire Ltd 
Golden Tours (Transport) Ltd 
Good Energy Limited 
Government Office for London 
Greater Hammersmith Business Improvement 
District 
Greater London Authority 
Greater London Authority (GLA) 
Greater London Forum for Older People 
Green Flag Group 
Green Urban Transport Ltd 
GTC Pipelines 
Guide Dogs Association 
Guide Dogs for the Blind - Inner London 
District team 
Guide Dogs for the Blind Association 
Hainault Business Park 
HammersmithLondon 
Haringey mobility forum 
Harrowby and District Residents Association 
Heart of London Business Alliance 
Hermes Europe  
Hertfordshire County Council 
Hillingdon Council 
Hillingdon Mobility Forum 
Hounslow Mobility Forum 
House of Commons 
HR Richmond Ltd t/a Quality Line 
Hutchison Network Services UK Ltd 
HydroWingas Limited 
i-21 Limited 
IBM 
ICE -London 
Ilford Town BID 
In & Around Covent Garden 
In Holborn 
Inclusion London 
Independent Disability Advisory Group 
Independent Pipelines Ltd 
Independent Shoreditch  
Inexus Group 
Inmidtown  
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Instalcom (Hutchinson) 
Institute for Sustainability 
Institute of Advanced Motorists 
Institution of Civil Engineers 
inStreatham 
Internet Central Ltd 
Interoute 
Islington Council 
Islington mobility forum 
J Brierley & E Barvela t/a Snowdrop Coaches 
J C Decaux 
James Bikeability 
Jeremy Reese t/a The Little Bus Company 
Joanne McCartney 
John Lewis Partnership 
Joint Committee on Mobility  
Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and 
Partially Sighted People (JCMBPS) 
Joint Mobility Unit 
K&C mobility forum 
Karen Buck MP                 
KDDI Europe Ltd 
Keith Gould 
Keltbray Ltd 
Kent County Council 
Kimpton Industrial Park (Sutton) 
Kingston Communications 
Kingston First 
Kingston mobility forum 
Kit Malthouse LAM                    
Laing Energy Ltd 
laing o'rourke 
Lambeth Cyclists 
LCC 
Leonard Cheshire Disability 
Level 3 Communications 
Lewisham Council 
Licenced Taxi Drivers Association 
Licensed Private Hire Car Association 
(LPHCA) 
Line Line Coaches (TGM), 
Living Streets 
Living Streets - Brentwood 
Living Streets - Hackney 
Living Streets - Islington 
Living Streets London 

Local Government Association 
Local Government Ombudsman 
London Ambulance Service NHS Trust 
London Bike Hub 
London Borough of Wandsworth 
London Borough of Barking & Dagenham 
London Borough of Barnet 
London Borough of Bexley 
London Borough of Brent 
London Borough of Bromley 
London Borough of Camden 
London Borough of Croydon 
London Borough of Ealing 
London Borough of Enfield 
London Borough of Greenwich 
London Borough of Hackney 
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham 
London Borough of Haringey 
London Borough of Harrow 
London Borough of Havering 
London Borough of Hillingdon 
London Borough of Hounslow 
London Borough of Islington 
London Borough of Lambeth 
London Borough of Lewisham 
London Borough of Merton 
London Borough of Newham 
London Borough of Redbridge 
London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 
London Borough of Southwark 
London Borough of Sutton 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets 
London Borough of Waltham Forest 
London Cab Drivers' Club Ltd 
London Central Cab Section 
London Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
London Climate Change Partnership 
London Councils 
London Cycling Campaign 
London Cycling Campaign (Camden) 
London Cycling Campaign (Westminster) 
London Duck Tours Ltd 
London European Partnership for Transport 
London Fire and Emergency Planning 
Authority 
London Fire Brigade 
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London First 
London General 
London HAUC 
London Mencap 
London Mobility Advisory Panel 
London Older People's Strategy Group 
London Private Hire Board 
London Riverside (Rainham) 
London Strategic Health Authority 
London Suburban Taxi Drivers' Coalition 
London Taxi Drivers' Club 
London Tourist Coach Operators Association 
(LTCOA) 
London TravelWatch 
London Underground 
London United Busways Ltd 
London Visual Impairment Forum 
Londonfirst 
LoveWimbledon BID 
Mark Field MP              
Marshalls Coaches 
Marylebone Association 
Mayor of London 
MENCAP Pathway 
Merton Council 
Metroline Ltd 
Metropolitan  Police Heathrow Airport 
Metropolitan Police Service Traffic Partnership 
Metropolitian Polce Service 
MIND 
MLL Telecom Ltd 
Mobile Cycle Training Service 
Mobilise Organisation 
Mode Transport 
Monal Utilities Limited 
More Group UK 
Mosaic Clubhouse 
Motorcycle Action Group 
Mullany's Coaches, 
National Autistic Society 
National Children's Bureau 
National Express Ltd 
National Grid Gas 
National Joint Utilities Group 
National Motorcycle Council 
Neighbourcare St John's Wood & Maida Vale 

Neos Networks 
NetServices Plc 
Network Rail 
New Addington BID 
New West End Company 
New West End Company (NWEC) 
NewNet Plc 
NHS CCG Camden 
NHS London 
NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit 
North London Strategic Alliance 
Northbank BID 
Northbank Guild 
NWP Sectrum 
Ocean Youth Connexions  
Olympus Bus & Coach Company t/a Olympian 
Coaches 
On Your Bike Cycle Training 
Openreach BT 
Opera Telecom Ltd 
Opus Energy Limited 
Orange Personal Communications Services 
Ltd 
Orpington 1st 
Oxford Tube (Thames Transit) 
Paddington 
Paddington Residents Active Concern On 
Transport (PRACT) 
Parcel Force  
Parcelforce Worldwide 
Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport 
Safety (PACTS) 
Passenger Focus 
Philip Kemp cycle training 
Philippa Edmunds 
Pimlico FREDA 
Pipex Communications Plc 
Planning Design 
Porcellio Ltd t/a Meridian Duck Tours 
Port of London Authority 
Premier Fuels 
Premium Coaches Ltd 
Private Hire Board 
Purple Parking Ltd, 
Puzzle Focus Ltd 
Queen Mary University of London 
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R Hearn t/a Hearn's Coaches 
RAC 
RAC Foundation for Motoring 
RAC Motoring Services 
RADAR 
Reach Europe Ltd 
Red Rose Travel 
Redbridge Cycling Centre 
Redstone 
Redwing Coaches (Pullmanor Ltd) 
Regent Gas Limited 
Reigate and Banstead Council 
Reliance Travel,  
Residents Society of Mayfair and St James's 
Reynolds Diplomat Coaches 
Richmond Council 
Ringway Jacobs 
RMT 
RMT Union 
RNIB 
RNIB Access Consultancy Services 
RNID (Royal National Institute for Deaf 
People) 
Road Danger Reduction Forum 
Road Haulage Association 
Roadpeace 
Rocom Network Services Ltd 
Royal Borough of Greenwich 
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 
Royal Borough of Kingston Upon Thames 
Royal Institute of British Architects  
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors 
Royal London Society for Blind People 
Royal Mail Group 
Royal Mail ParcelForce 
Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) 
Sainsbury's Supermarkets 
Sardar Ali Khan t/a Red Eagle 
SCOPE 
Scotland Gas Networks Ltd 
Seema Malhotra MP 
SELTRANS 
Sempra Energy Europe Limited 
Sense 
Shell Gas Direct Limited 
Siobhain McDonagh MP 

Sixty Plus 
Society of British Gas Industries  
Soho Society 
South Bank Employers' Group 
South Bucks CycleTraining 
South East Bayswater Residents Association 
South East London PCT 
South Herts Plus Cycle Training 
South London Business Forum 
South London Partnership 
Southbank Employers Group 
Southdown PSV Ltd 
Southern Electric Plc 
Southern Gas Networks 
Southgate & Finchley Coaches Ltd 
Southside Rehabilitation Association 
Southwark Cyclists 
Space Syntax 
Spokes Cycling Instruction 
SSE 
St John's Wood Society 
STA Bikes Ltd 
Statoil (UK) Limited 
Stephen knight 
Stratford Renaissance Partnership 
Stroke Association 
Successful Sutton 
Sullivan Bus and Coach Ltd 
Sunwin Service group (SSG Excellence) 
Surf Telecoms Limited 
Surrey County Council 
Sustrans 
Sutton and East Surrey Water Plc 
Sutton Centre for the Voluntary Sector 
Sutton mobility forum 
SWELTRAC 
Tandridge District Council 
Taxi and Private Hire 
Taxi Rank & Interchange Manager 
Team Group of Companies UK ltd 
Team London Bridge 
Technicolour Tyre Company 
Telecom New Zealand (UK) Licences Limited 
TeliaSonera International Carrier UK Ltd 
Telstra (UK) Ltd 
Terravision Transport Ltd / Stansted Transport  
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TGM Group Ltd 
Thames Gateway London Partnership 
Thames Water plc 
Thamesmead Business Services 
The AA 
The Association of Guide Dogs for the Blind 
The Automobile Association 
The Big Bus Company Ltd 
The British Dyslexia Association 
The British Motorcyclists' Federation 
The Canal & River Trust 
The City of Oxford Motor Services Ltd 
The Ghost Bus Tours Ltd 
The Kings Ferry Ltd 
The Licensed Taxi Drivers' Association 
The Original London Sightseeing Tour / 
London Pride Sightseeing Ltd, 
The Road Haulage Association Ltd 
The Royal Mail 
The Royal Parks 
The Southwark Cyclists 
The St Marylebone Society 
Thomas's London Day Schools (Transport) Ltd 
Thorney Island Society 
Three Valleys Water Plc 
Thurrock Borough Council 
Time for Twickenham 
T-Mobile (UK) Limited 
TNT 
Tom Copley LAM 
Torch Communications Ltd 
Total Gas and Power Ltd 
Tower Hamlets mobility forum 
Tower Transit Operations Ltd 
Trade Team 
TradeLink Solutions Ltd 
Trafigura Energy Limited 
Trailblazers, Muscular Dystrophy UK 
Tulip Siddiq MP                        
Tyssen Community School Cycle Training 
UK Broadband 
UK Power Networks 
UKCTA 
UKWIR 
Unions Together 
Unite Union 

University College London 
University of Westminster 
Universitybus Ltd t/a uno 
UPS 
Urban Movement 
Utilita Gas Limited 
Vandome Cycles 
Vauxhall One BID 
Verizon 
Viatel 
Victoria BID 
Victoria Business Improvement District 
Virgin Media 
Vision Impairment Forum 
Vitae Energy Limited 
Vitesse Networks Limited 
Vitol Gas Ltd UK 
Vodafone Limited 
VTL (UK) Ltd 
Wales and West Utilities Ltd 
Walk London 
Wandsworth Cycling Campaign 
Wandsworth Community Transport 
Wandsworth mobility forum 
Water UK 
Waterloo Quarter 
Wessex Water Services Ltd 
West Hampstead Amenity and Transport 
Westminster City Council 
Westminster Cyclists 
Westminster Safer Transport Team 
Westminster Society 
Wheels for Wellbeing 
Whizz-Kidz 
Willow Lane Trading Estate (Merton) 
Wilsons Cycles 
Wilton Energy Limited 
Wincanton 
www.cyclinginstructor.com 
Yes 
Yodel 
Young Lewisham and Greenwich Cyclists 
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