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This consultation response is on behalf of the London Cycling Campaign, the capital’s leading cycling 
organisation with more than 12,000 members and 30,000 supporters. The LCC welcomes the 
opportunity to comment on proposals. The response is in support of responses from Southwark 
Cyclists, Lewisham Cyclists and Greenwich Cyclists, London Cycling Campaign’s local branches, and 
was developed with input from LCC’s Infrastructure Advisory Panel. 

Cycle Superhighway 4 is supported, with caveats. It represents a major improvement of cycling 
infrastructure in an underserved area, which will enable many more people to enjoy cycling in the 
area. That said, there are many elements of the scheme that raise concerns, both major and minor, 
as follows. 

General points about the scheme: 

 Urgent consideration needs to be given to the missing sections of CS4. Not only Lower Road, 
but also schemes along Tooley Street to London Bridge, and beyond, to link to the East-West 
and/or North-South Cycle Superhighways at the western end, and an extension through 
Greenwich Town Centre to Woolwich at the eastern end, should urgently be brought 
forward. 
 

 “Bidirectional” cycle tracks tend to suffer increased collision rates at unsignalised junctions 
compared to “with flow” cycle tracks. It is therefore imperative that any bidirectional cycle 
tracks pay particular attention to the design of side road crossings – as is highlighted in TfL’s 
London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS). More work is needed on some CS4 junctions to 
ensure they are safe and comfortable for a wide range of people cycling to cross as they fail 
to deliver appropriate clarity and priority to those cycling (and walking). Where junctions 
feature high flows of turning motor vehicles and/or high speeds, these junctions should be 
considered holistically alongside other neighbouring junctions for an area-wide treatment to 
restrict or remove through motor traffic cutting between main roads and to filter or close 
some junction mouths completely. 
 

 Pedestrian crossings where possible should be moved close to junctions with side streets on 
the other side of the road from the bidirectional track and converted to parallel ideally, or 
toucan, crossings, to enable those living on the “wrong side” from the tracks to access CS4 
with ease. Some sections of shared space on the “wrong side” of the main road route should 
also be considered, again, to enable those cycling to CS4 from opposite it to reach the track 
safely and in comfort. 
 

 There are some sections of pavement affected by the cycle track and some sections of cycle 
track that are too narrow. Wherever possible, space should be taken from private motor 
vehicles to improve these issues. Notably, central reservations, turn lanes and lane widths 
often could deliver easy “wins” on this. 
 

 One-way side streets (particularly Shad Thames) should, wherever possible, include contra-
flow cycling provision. 
 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/cs4/


Specific points about Section 1 – Tooley Street, Tower Bridge Road: 

 Parking bays just east of Potters’ Field should be “floated” with a cycle track passing behind 
them. Similarly, parking bays on the south side of Tooley Street in the bus lane should be 
removed (and potentially relocated). 
 

 Bus lanes are not appropriate cycling provision to enable a far wider range of people to cycle 
along a route. Plans for creating truly safe and comfortable cycling along Tooley Street, and 
indeed routing for general traffic, taxis, private hire vehicles etc. in the area, need to be 
considered and brought forward rapidly. 
 

 The current scheme ensures that Tower Bridge Road will remain overwhelmingly hostile to 
cycling. Yet TfL’s Strategic Cycling Analysis (SCA) highlights Tower Bridge Road as having a 
high potential for increasing cycling journeys along it. A more appropriate and permanent 
junction scheme is urgently required here, ideally that also provides permanent 
improvements for cycling across Tower Bridge, to Tower Gateway and the East-West Cycle 
Superhighway there. 
 

 Taxi pickup/dropoff to the hotel west of Boss Street should not be across CS4, but via side 
streets or some other method that does not interfere with cycling on the track. 
 

 Both Lafone Street and Three Oak Lane should be considered for either filtering or further 
modifications to the junction to ensure the bidirectional track here feels and is safe and 
comfortable to use. 
 

 The pedestrian crossing between Fair Street and Three Oak Lane should be made a parallel 
crossing, and ideally be moved towards Fair Street to enable those cycling from Fair Street to 
join CS9 easily. 
 

 Removing the central reservation west of Mill Street would enable a wider cycle track, as it is 
very narrow at this point. 
 

 Dockhead most notably, but other side streets too, features large turning radii enabling 
drivers to turn into or out of these at speed. At Dockhead again this is combined with wide 
and separate entry and exit lanes – again enabling turns to be made at speed. Given the 
issues around bidirectional tracks, this is particularly concerning – all side streets should be 
designed to reinforce cycle track and pedestrian priority and encourage slow, calm driving 
behaviour. 

Specific points about Section 2 – Jamaica Road, Bevington Street: 

 Abbey Street should feature physically-protected space for cycling to the end of the 
scheme’s extent. 
 

 George Row features very wide turn radii and entry/exit lanes. These should be dramatically 
reduced to encourage calm and safe driving behaviour, particularly given the bidirectional 
track. 
 

 The Bevington Street and St James’s Road junction represents a major missed opportunity. 
St James’s Road is highlighted as featuring a high potential cycling flow in the SCA. And there 
is little reason why Bevington Street should be designed for high motor vehicle flows, given 



where it leads to. This junction should be redesigned to feature safe and comfortable cycling 
movements from and to all directions – including physically protected space for cycling on 
those arms of the junction with over 2,000 PCUs of daily motor vehicle traffic movements 
and/or significant turning “hook” risks. Bevington Street and the area around it may require 
more model filters to reduce through traffic levels on it. And again, turning radii and 
entry/exit lane widths for motor vehicles should be reduced to minimums to promote safe 
and calm driving behaviour. 

Specific points about Section 3 – Jamaica Road, Southwark Park Road: 

 Reducing or removing the central reservation where possible should be considered to 
deliver more space where the cycle track is too narrow and/or pavement overcrowded. 
Around Bermondsey station and Cathay Street are both likely locations. 
 

 West Lane again features very wide entry/exit lane widths and turning radii. These need to 
be reduced to minimums to encourage calm, safe driving behaviour. Here, and wherever 
possible, pedestrian crossings should be direct and not staggered. 
 

 Southwark Park Road already features a high proportion of through motor vehicle traffic. It 
is a prime candidate to be part of a “modal filter cell” to remove such traffic using this route 
inappropriately. But any cell should be designed holistically considering all residential cells 
bounded by main roads. 
 

 The Southwark Park Road and West Lane junction should be redesigned to enable safe and 
comfortable cycling movements to and from all directions. 
 

 The plans show several side road junctions here that should be improved further, given 
concerns over bidirectional tracks – narrowing entry/exit lane widths, improving sightlines, 
tightening turn radii etc. 

Specific points about Section 4 – Rotherhithe Roundabout: 

 Brunel Road is highlighted as potentially featuring higher cycling flows on the SCA. So it 
would be appropriate for CS4 to design for a future where cycle tracks and/or other facilities 
are funded there. 
 

 Several of the parallel “tiger” crossings expect those walking and cycling to cross two lanes 
of traffic in one movement. When conditions at the roundabout are congested it is likely 
drivers will block the crossings, and there is a risk that drivers in one lane will move without 
being able to see those crossing the next lane. Similarly, such issues might arise when traffic 
is fast-moving, out of peak. Crossings should be designed to reinforce calm, safe and 
courteous driving behaviour as strongly as possible, particularly on the two-lane crossings, to 
deliver the maximum safety and comfort benefits. 

Specific points about Section 5 – Lower Road: 

 It is very concerning that TfL have consulted on CS4 without finalised designs for Lower 
Road. It is imperative that TfL, Southwark and any other involved parties (British Land) 
resolve any issues and move forward with a scheme rapidly for Lower Road that is in keeping 
with the quality and approach of the rest of CS4. Without such a scheme, CS4 will only work 



as far as Rotherhithe Roundabout. 
 

 The Lower Road section includes major junctions that have long been highlighted for urgent 
safety improvements, including particularly Surrey Quays Road, as well as Hawkstone Road, 
Redriff Road, and Rotherhithe New Road. The Redriff Road and Hawkstone Road alignment 
is also highlighted in the SCA as being one of the 25 highest priority connections in London 
(numbered 12), as it is set to link to the proposed Rotherhithe-Canary Wharf walking and 
cycling bridge. As such, again, it is imperative that a high-quality solution for CS4 through 
this area comes forward immediately – and that that solution links successfully to each end 
of CS4 as proposed, is direct, and links to the proposed bridge and anticipates improved 
cycle facilities on the Hawkstone Road and Redriff Road alignment. 

Specific points about Section 6 – Evelyn Street, Oxestalls Road: 

 Again, Rainsborough Avenue features wide entry/exit lane widths and large turning radii – 
this is inappropriate design when crossing a bidirectional cycle track. 
 

 The proposal for Oxestalls Road is, particularly considering the presence of a primary school 
entrance directly on the crossing line, not an appropriate solution for a Cycle Superhighway. 
Oxestalls Road is a prime candidate for a modal filter and/or “School Streets” treatment to 
remove through traffic and discourage pupil pick-up/drop-off by motor vehicle. This would 
enable CS4 to continue directly along Evelyn Street and remove the need for a roundabout. 
Further measures here should enable school children to both cycle and walk to school and 
access the school from Deptford Park and vice versa. 
 

 Grinstead Road leads to Quietway 1 and along Deptford Park – and therefore the crossing 
near it should be improved for cycling access to and from the area to CS4. 

Specific points about Section 7 – Evelyn Street, Abinger Grove: 

 Dragoon Road needs further improvement to ensure no motor vehicle traffic tries to enter 
or exit it at CS4. 
 

 The Grove Street junction should be considered in concert with any measures to improve 
the Oxestalls Road junction, and for that matter Plough Way, to ensure motor traffic 
entering or exiting the area does so without interfering with the track. As a minimum, the 
entry/exit lane widths and turn radii should be reduced. 
 

 Similarly to Oxestalls Road, there is an opportunity to filter Sayes Court Street and Prince 
Street, rather than just make it entry-only, and thus simplify this junction and its interaction 
with CS4. 

Specific points about Section 8 – Evelyn Street, Deptford High Street: 

 Again, New King Street and Watergate Street junctions need further improvement.  
 

 Access for those cycling to and from the end of Deptford High Street should be improved, 
likely with the crossing becoming a toucan. 

Specific points about Section 9 – Creek Road, Deptford Church Street: 



 Physical protection on Deptford Church Street should be extended as far as practicable on 
both sides of the road, not just the west side. 

Specific points about Section 10 – Creek Road, Norway Street: 

 Glaisher Street seems designed for high motor vehicle volumes, yet should not – volumes 
should be reduced and the junction redesigned for calmer, slower driving, with direct 
pedestrian crossings and no central refuge, or physically protected space for cycling should 
be provided. 
 

 The Norway Street and Norman Road junction requires further work to require safe and 
comfortable cycling to and from all directions. With schools, amenities and other facilities 
nearby, all arms of this junction have the potential for high cycling flows, and yet most 
movements across the junction will not be comfortable for a wide range of people cycling. 
The junction between Dowells Street and Norway Street should be further improved to 
avoid difficult and uncomfortable interactions and/or forcing those cycling to look sharply 
over their shoulders etc. Again, given Dowells Street and Norway Street do not lead to other 
roads, this should be a very low-traffic area – so the priority should be to reduce and further 
calm vehicle movements along these streets (potentially working with Waitrose), rather 
than design streets that marginalise cycling and accept current traffic levels as appropriate. 
 

 Greenwich town centre lies on the intersection between three of the top 25 highest priority 
cycling corridors highlighted in the SCA: 13 “Old Kent Road to New Cross Gate”; 5 
“Greenwich Foot Tunnel to Hackney”; and 11 “Greenwich to Woolwich”. Given this, the end 
of the scheme should be designed to work with a further scheme extending cycle tracks 
through Greenwich town centre and out to Woolwich. This would likely be along Creek 
Road. 
 

 The bus stop on the southern side of Creek Road is too close to the track entrance. The stop 
should be relocated, or the scheme should be extended to include a “bus stop bypass”. 

General points about cycling schemes: 

 LCC requires schemes to be designed to accommodate growth in cycling. Providing space for 
cycling is a more efficient use of road space than providing space for driving private motor 
vehicles, particularly for journeys of 5km or less. In terms of providing maximum efficiency 
for space and energy use, walking, cycling, then public transport are key. 

 As demonstrated by the success of recent Cycle Superhighways and mini-Holland projects 
etc., people cycle when they feel safe. For cycling to become mainstream, a network of high-
quality, direct routes separate from high volumes and/or speeds of motor vehicle traffic is 
required to/from all key destinations and residential areas in an area. Schemes should be 
planned, designed and implemented to maximise potential to increase journeys – with links 
to nearby amenities, residential centres, transport hubs considered from the outset. 

 Spending money on cycling infrastructure has been shown to dramatically boost health 
outcomes in an area. Spending on cycling schemes outranks all other transport mode for 
return on investment according to a DfT study. Schemes which promote cycling meet TfL’s 
“Healthy Streets” checklist. A healthy street is one where people choose to cycle. 



 LCC wants, as a condition of funding, all highway development designed to London Cycling 
Design Standards (LCDS), with a Cycling Level of Service (CLoS) rating of 70 or above, with all 
“Critical Fails” eliminated. 


