
APPENDIX B  

Resident and visitor comments on the proposals 

 

Comment 
 

Officer Response 

1. Views on road safety 
 
Supporters of 20mph limits thought it would 
lower speeds and thought this would help 
increase safety for residents, vulnerable 
road users, children and the elderly. 
 
Those opposed to the scheme often queried 
whether lower speed limits would reduce 
collisions. These respondents often cited 
recent evidence which suggested 20mph 
limits’ effect on casualty numbers was 
inconclusive. A small minority went further; 
predicting collisions would increase under a 
lower speed limit.   

 
 
Traditionally, lower speed limits were seen 
primarily as a road safety tool. Collisions at 
30mph are much more likely to result in 
serious injury than collisions at 20mph. 
However, in recent years, the main 
arguments in support of 20mph limits have 
been around the idea of 'liveability', and of 
lower traffic speeds creating streets in which 
it is more pleasant to walk and cycle. 
 
TfL regards 20mph limits as an integral part 
of its Vision Zero initiative.  Its Road Safety 
Action Plan advocates ‘Encouraging speeds 
appropriate to the streets of a busy and 
populated city through the widespread 
introduction of new lower speed limits’. 
 
In December 2018, the DfT released a report 
into the effects of 20mph speed limits.  The 
report found inconclusive evidence of a link 
between the lower speed limit and a fall in 
casualties.  The study did not further 
investigate 20mph’s impact on the severity 
of collisions.  

 
Whilst we will not be assessing the outcome 
of the scheme on casualty data – this 
requires three years of before and after 
data, whereas the proposed scheme would 
last for up to 18 months – we believe there 
is value in making streets feel safer for 
vulnerable road users. 

2. Views on walking and Cycling 
 
Some supporters of the scheme wanted 
better provision for walking and cycling and 
thought lower speeds would help in this 
regard. 
 

 
 
In recent years, the main arguments in 
support of 20mph limits have been around 
the idea of 'liveability', and of lower traffic 
speeds creating streets in which it is more 
pleasant to walk and cycle. The new DfT 
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Most respondents linked the need for 
20mph to areas which already have a large 
number of pedestrians, a school or a cycle 
route.  But a minority did focus on 
prioritising walking and cycling to change 
the existing mode share. 
 
Around thirty respondents specifically 
mentioned cycling in some capacity. 
 
The vast majority of these aligned cycling 
with walking as the travel modes which 
should be prioritised by the Royal 
Borough.  Some mentioned streets with 
Quietway routes or contraflow regulations 
as being particularly worthy of a lower 
speed limit.  Others advocated better 
cycling infrastructure. 
 

Three respondents had a negative view of 
cycling.  One person commenting in favour 
of 20mph saw car and cyclist speeds to be 
significant issues.  Two had a negative view 
of both the scheme and cycling.  The former 
felt that cyclists and motorcyclists were 'a 
law unto themselves'.  The latter said 
Council measures, namely introducing cycle 
lanes and widening pavements, were 
increasing congestion and pollution. 
 

report into the effects of 20mph limits 
vindicated this, finding residents felt safer 
and evidence of a small, but statistically 
significant, shift in mode share towards 
walking and cycling. 

 
We have implemented various policies to 
support cycling.  These include, but are not 
limited to: 

 Implementation of 8km of Quietway 
cycle routes, with further routes in 
development  

 Support of schools and workplaces with 
travel plans to discourage private car use 
and promote sustainable alternatives 

 Introduction of two-way cycling in one-
way streets  

 
Streets were more likely to be considered if 
they were for this scheme if they were on a 
designated cycle route or if they were close 
to a cycle hire docking station.   
 
Four out of the eight individual streets which 
were selected for the scheme are on 
Quietway routes. 
 
We think lower speed limits will create 
environments in which it is more pleasant to 
walk and cycle, and this in turn may lead to a 
reduction in congestion and emissions, 
serious casualties and obesity. 

3. Views on congestion  
 
Respondents who mentioned congestion 
were largely against the scheme and 
believed 20mph limits would increase this 
problem. 

There was also a feeling amongst these 
respondents that existing congestion 
already dampened speeds to the point that 
20mph limits were unnecessary. 

 
 
As vehicles tend to travel more closely 
together when travelling at lower speeds, 
20mph limits could even reduce traffic 
queue lengths. Vehicles travelling at 20mph 
would not be regarded as being stuck in 
congestion. 
 
Clearly a vehicle that travels at a consistent 
speed of 30mph will reach its destination in 
less time than a vehicle that travels at a 
consistent speed of 20mph. However, in 
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Many believed that traffic calming would 
reduce the incentive for rat-running which 
would reduce traffic volume in these 
specific areas. 
 
Some agreed 20mph speed limits might 
encourage a mode shift towards walking, 
cycling and public transport, which could in 
turn ease congestion. 
 
 

urban road conditions, most vehicles do not 
travel at a consistent speed. So any increases 
in some journey times are likely to be very 
minor.  This was supported by the recent DfT 
report. 
 
Speeding restrictions may affect people’s 
choices around how they travel. We think 
lower speed limits will create environments 
in which it is more pleasant to walk and 
cycle. 
 
Many respondents in favour of the scheme 
said they supported 20mph limits because 
they would be, or at least feel, safer for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  We want to 
encourage these forms of transport in order 
to reduce congestion. 

4. Views on pollution 
 
Respondents were split over the proposed 
scheme’s effect on pollution.  The majority 
of those who mentioned pollution in their 
comments concluded it was more likely 
emissions and noise pollution would 
decrease and air quality would improve. 

Lots of respondents in favour of the scheme 
mentioned reducing pollution as a reason.  
Conversely, many were against the because 
they thought it would increase pollution. 

Lots of respondents mentioned noise 
pollution.  These comments were mostly 
from supporters of the scheme, many of 
whom called for further measures. One 
respondent said the scheme would worsen 
noise pollution.  

 
 
Most studies agree that the effect of a 
20mph speed limit or zone is dependent on 
vehicle type and the nature of the road, and 
has a mixed overall effect on emissions 
resulting in no significant net effect.  This 
conclusion was echoed in the recent DfT 
report. 
 
A steady driving speed with minimal 
acceleration and braking results in lower 
emissions and noise. Most vehicles will have 
a shorter range of speeds and are likely to 
accelerate and brake for less time.    
 
Most studies do not account for how 
speeding restrictions may affect people’s 
choices around how they travel. We think 
lower speed limits will create environments 
in which it is more pleasant to walk and 
cycle. We want to encourage these forms of 
transport in order to reduce emissions and 
noise pollution. 
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5. The council stands to benefit 
financially from this scheme 

Some responses worried that this was 
primarily a fundraising scheme for the 
council.  They believed the council planned 
to recoup the revenues due from 
enforcement of the new, lower, limit. 

Comments such as these were not 
exclusively from people who objected to the 
scheme. 

 
 
 
The Council will gain no additional revenue 
as a result of this pilot scheme.  We have no 
powers to issue fines for speeding. 
 
 

6. Views on the financial and 
opportunity cost 
 
The most common reason people were 
against the scheme was because they 
thought it was not an effective use of 
money. 

For these respondents, the prevailing view 
was either that existing congestion already 
limits speed, or that insufficient 
enforcement would lead to low levels of 
compliance. 
 
There was also a focus on the opportunity 
cost.  Many advocated enforcing existing 
speed limits and regulations instead.  In fact, 
better enforcement was an issue even for 
people who supported the scheme – as is 
expanded upon in section 11.  

A majority of comments did not say the 
scheme was a waste of money. 
 
There was recognition that additional signs 
would only be a standalone cost, and that 
St. Helen’s and Dalgarno wards would need 
fewer, due to their natural boundaries. 

 

 
We know that many residents are concerned 
about the speed of traffic on their roads, 
even where we have carried out surveys and 
found that most vehicles travel below the 
30mph speed limit.  

We rejected roads where the average 85th 
percentile speed was below 25mph.  As with 
existing speed limits, the new 20mph limit 
could be enforced only by the police. The 
aim is for this new limit to be self-enforcing. 

It is unlikely that everyone will drive within 
the 20mph limit, but we do expect to see 
speeds fall. We have selected streets where 
the average speed is at or below 24mph so 
they have a good chance of achieving 
general compliance. 

We also considered cost, which is driven by 
the number of signs that would be required. 
For this reason, we avoided very long roads 
with lots of junctions. Meanwhile, St. Helen’s 
and Dalgarno has railway lines and the 
Westway on three sides, and all of the roads 
within it are managed by the Council.  

Where additional signs are necessary we will 
use existing posts and lamp columns 
wherever possible. 
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The cost will be between £60,000 and 
£70,000. We have made provision within our 
Local Implementation Plan funding from TfL 
to cover this cost. This funding stream may 
be spent only on transport improvement 
projects. 

7. Views on signs 
 
One concern was additional signs would 
cause street clutter and cost money.  

But others sought assurances that the 
scheme would have enough signs for drivers 
to be aware of the new speed limits. There 
was, for instance, some agreement that 
painted road signs, at least on their own, 
were inadequate. 
 
As mentioned in section 6, many recognised 
we had considered how to minimise 
additional signs when selecting streets for 
this proposal. In particular, many who 
supported including the St. Helen’s and 
Dalgarno area believed it was suitable 
because few additional signs which would 
be required. 
 

 
 
There will be some additional signs to 
implement the scheme, but we will keep 
them to a minimum and use existing posts 
and lamp columns wherever possible. 
 
We considered cost, which is driven by the 
number of signs, when selecting streets. For 
this reason, we avoided very long roads with 
lots of junctions. 
 
For the St. Helen’s and Dalgarno wards, we 
wanted to choose an area with obvious 
boundaries, so that we could create a 
discrete recognisable area, and keep the 
additional signs required to a minimum. The 
area we have proposed has railway lines and 
the Westway on three sides, and all of the 
roads within it are managed by the Council. 

8. Views on additional streets 
 
Some respondents asked for additional 
streets or areas to be included in the 
scheme.  See Appendix C for more details. 

The streets and areas which received the 
most mentions were: 

 Norland Conservation Area (NCA) 

 Victoria Road Area Residents 
Association (VRARA) 

 The whole of Ladbroke Grove 

Two more proposals – to extend the scheme 
to cover the northern arm of Holland Park, 
and to extend the scheme borough-wide – 
are discussed further in sections 10 and 12 
respectively. 

 
 
The Council’s motion was to initiate a pilot 
scheme on a number of selected roads. 
Being a pilot scheme, it makes sense to 
monitor outcomes on specific wards and 
streets.  We want to see evidence of the 
impacts of 20mph limits before we consider 
further options.   
 
As outlined in 5.17, To properly gauge 
support we would need to directly consult 
on a proposal to introduce 20mph speed 
limits in these locations. Additional streets 
would require increased cost and time 
compared with our current proposal. 



Comment 
 

Officer Response 

 
 

9. Views on street selection 
 
Some residents were not opposed to 
piloting 20mph limits, and agreed with the 
inclusion of certain streets we had selected 
but nonetheless had concerns about others   
 
Some otherwise supportive respondents 
objected to the inclusion in the trial of 
Oakley Street and part of Ladbroke Grove 
(and, to a lesser extent, Holland Park) 
because they felt these did not sufficiently 
fit the residential profile needed to justify 
their inclusion.  A few noted Oakley Street 
already had existing traffic calming 
measures. 
 
Indeed, Ladbroke Grove was the only street 
to be mentioned negatively more often 
than positively (although there was some 
support for extending the scheme to cover 
the entirety of Ladbroke Grove). Oakley 
Street had a high number of comments in 
support of its inclusion. 
 
Of those streets and wards we proposed, St. 
Alban's Grove, Cale Street and Elystan Place 
had no comments objecting specifically to 
their inclusion in the scheme. 
 
Many respondents requested the inclusion 
of roads that fell within either St. Helen’s or 
Dalgarno wards.   

 
 
The streets proposed were selected through 
a scoring system which took into account DfT 
guidance on 20mph speed limits.   
 
In our assessment, we rejected roads where 
the 85th percentile speed was below 25mph 
and awarded a point for each additional mile 
per hour above that threshold. Where 
streets had two speeds recorded, one for 
each direction, we took the higher of the 
two. We also considered the number of 
vehicles per hour that exceeded the existing 
30mph speed limit. 
 
Streets were also more likely to be 
considered if they were: 

 on a designated cycle route or if they 
were close to a cycle hire docking 
station, or 

 near a school or another local attractor 
such as a park or a market 
 

We also considered cost, which is driven by 
the number of signs that would be required. 
For this reason, we avoided very long roads 
with lots of junctions. 
 
We also wished to test the impact of a 
20mph limit on a busy main road in a local 
shopping centre – again, in line with current 
DfT guidance.  This is why we proposed a 
section of Ladbroke Grove. 
 
Oakley Street does have existing traffic 
calming measures, but we know that there 
was a lot of support for 20mph limits locally, 
even prior to consultation.  Additionally, as a 
Quietway, we hope that a lower speed limit 
will further encourage cycling along this 
route.  It will be useful to test the effects of 
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a 20mph limit on a street which already has 
traffic calming measures. 
 
A minority said Holland Park (southern arm) 
was insufficiently residential. We disagree 
that this is not a residential road. It may be 
that there was some conflation here with 
Holland Park Avenue. 

10. Views on Holland Park (northern 
arm)  
 
Those objecting to Holland Park (southern 
arm) feared a consequential displacement 
of traffic to its northern arm.  
 
Consequently, these respondents thought 
the scheme would have a negative impact 
on Holland Park northern arm in terms of 
traffic volume, speeds, air pollution and 
noise pollution. 
 
Most of these objectors indicated their 
support for both arms’ inclusion.  
 
But some said that they could not support 
the scheme if it remains limited to the 
southern arm. 
 
 

 
 
 
The Council had previously received 
complaints about traffic speeds in the 
southern arm.  
 
Officers took into account the southern 
arm’s proximity to Holland Park, which 
means there are more pedestrians using it 
than the northern arm. 
 
There is little evidence of increased speeds 
in one section of a road as a result of traffic 
calming being introduced to another section 
(or to a nearby road).  For instance, speeds 
have dropped on both St. James’ Gardens 
North and St. James’ Gardens South since we 
introduced road humps onto the latter 
section.   
 
We shall include the northern arm in our pre-
surveys to test (in future surveys) how 
speeds change in both arms subsequent to a 
20mph limit being introduced on its 
southern arm. 

11. Views on additional traffic calming 
measures 
 
Many respondents thought that other 
traffic calming measures should either 
supplement or, if the respondent was 
against 20mph limits, replace the scheme. 
The most popular measures were speed 
cameras and speed humps.  
 

 
 
 
As with existing speed limits, the new 20mph 
limit could be enforced only by the police. 
The Council has no powers to use speed 
cameras.  
 
There are no plans to introduce physical 
‘traffic calming’ measures part of this 
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Some respondents feared 20mph limits 
would only work if bolstered by one or both 
of these measures.  Meanwhile, some 
(including a small number who supported 
the scheme) said they would be better than 
20mph limits.  
 
Speed cameras were also criticised by those 
who thought one of the scheme’s aims was 
to raise money for the council.   
 
Additionally, road humps, speed indicator 
devices and raised crossings were all 
mentioned as possible measures. 
 

scheme. The aim is for this new limit to be 
self-enforcing. 
 
The Council’s motion was to initiate a pilot 
scheme on a number of selected roads. 
Being a pilot scheme, it makes sense to 
monitor outcomes on specific streets or 
areas.  
 
We already install speed indicator signs on 
borough roads where we receive complaints 
regarding speeding.   
 
We may use these as part of our 20mph trial 
in order to see if these signs help vehicles to 
adhere to the new pilot speed limits.   
 
We want to see evidence of the impacts of 
20mph limits before we consider further 
options. We will monitor speeds and 
residents’ opinions in these areas and 
consider whether they may be suitable for 
additional traffic calming measures.   

12. Views on making the scheme 
borough-wide 
 
A minority of those in favour of the scheme 
wanted the council to introduce 20mph 
limits borough-wide.  The respondents were 
usually strongly convinced speeds needed 
to be reduced and that lower speed limits 
would succeed at doing this. 
 
They generally wanted a borough-wide 
scheme for three reasons: i) because a 
particular street was not included (although 
many in fact will be included as part of the 
St. Helen's or Dalgarno wards), ii) because 
they believed every street would benefit 
from 20mph or iii) because adjacent roads 
with different speed limits would confuse 
motorists. 
 

 
 
 
The Council’s motion was to initiate a pilot 
scheme on a number of selected roads. 
Being a pilot scheme, it makes sense to 
monitor outcomes on specific streets.   
 
We will also examine the effects of a 20mph 
limit in a wider area. We have identified an 
area covering St Helen’s and most of 
Dalgarno wards in the north-west of the 
borough as suitable.   
 
We want to see evidence of the impacts of 
20mph limits before we consider further 
options. A borough-wide scheme would cost 
significantly more and take much more time 
to implement than our current proposal. 

13.  Views on the speed limit  
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Another theme which arose from 
comments is that many who opposed the 
scheme thought it was a disproportionate 
measure because the borough did not have 
an existing road safety problem. 
They said it was too slow a speed limit, or 
placed an unfair burden on drivers who 
obey the current speed limit. 
 
Others, similar to those advocating a 
borough-wide scheme, worried that 
different roads with different speed limits 
would be difficult for drivers to follow, and 
potentially dangerous.   
 
A number of comments suggested that 
25mph might be a more proportionate 
solution and a more effective speed limit for 
the wards and streets proposed. It was 
suggested that 20mph did not allow for a 
smooth and efficient driving style. 
 
One resident believed 15mph was 
appropriate for Clabon Mews. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council receives a large number of 
requests from residents and residents’ 
associations to address traffic speeds in 
particular roads.  
 
We agree that residents’ concerns about 
vehicle speeds are often about a minority of 
vehicles that go above the speed limit, which 
is why we are interested to monitor how 
many vehicles continue to travel at high 
speeds (that is, over 30mph) if we proceed 
with the scheme.  
 
Local councillors and residents have 
expressed support for a 20mph limit and, in 
January 2018, councillors voted 
unanimously to support a proposal to run a 
pilot 20mph speed limit scheme on a 
number of roads in the borough. 
 
Whilst Exhibition Road is currently the only 
borough-managed road with a 20mph speed 
limit in the Royal Borough, most central 
London boroughs have made 20mph the 
default speed limit on their roads.  
 
This means that in many streets, particularly 
on the borough border, 20mph would be 
more in keeping with nearby streets than a 
25mph limits. This is especially true as a 
small stretch of the TLRN within the Royal 
Borough is already 20mph and this could 
increase. In addition, we have recently 
consulted on a 20mph limit in Drayton 
Gardens (accompanied by speed humps). By 
contrast, there are no 25mph limits in the 
entirety of Inner London. So a 20mph speed 
limit provides much more continuity than a 
25mph speed limit. 
 
DfT and TfL guidance both advocate the use 
of 20mph limits. To implement speed limits 
other than 30mph or 20mph, we would need 
to write to the Secretary of State for 
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Transport for the necessary permissions to 
introduce the limit.   

14.  Miscellaneous topics 
 
Lots of respondents ventured into topics not 
strictly related to 20mph speed limits.  This 
included topics related and not related to 
transport. 
 

 
 
These comments have been passed on to the 
relevant officers to consider.  
 
 

 
 


