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Introduction

In 2019, the London Borough of Enfield engaged with residents in the Bowes Primary
& Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood area through a Perception Survey to
better understand the issues that they were experiencing. The most common
responses to this survey were problems relating to traffic volumes and speeds, and
non-residential traffic cutting through the area.

Informed by this and following the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, Enfield
Council used Experimental Traffic Orders (ETO) to implement a range of measures in
the area using funding from TfL's Streetspace programme — creating a Quieter
Neighbourhood (QN). It should be noted that the QN covers the boundary between
Enfield and Haringey, with Haringey planning to implement their own measures in the
QN to complement Enfield’s measures. However, Haringey's measures had not been
implemented at the time of writing of this report.

The creation of the QN has involved installation of road closures to motor vehicles at
the following locations:

Maidstone Road at its junction with Warwick Road
York Road at its junction with Brownlow Road
Palmerston Road northbound at its junction with the A406 North Circular Road

Existing width restriction on Warwick Road, near its junction with Maidstone Road,
replaced with point closure for all vehicles except for emergency vehicles and

service vehicles

The QN also involved the introduction of a traffic island on Palmerston Road at Kelvin
Avenue, restricting vehicles from turning right into Kelvin Avenue from Palmerston
Road.

The full scope of the QN is shown in Figure 1-1.
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Figure 1-1: Map of the Bowes Primary and Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

The ETO allows members of the public to provide feedback on the QN via an online
survey, which received 1,756 responses from 1,301 respondents, and a paper survey,
which received 24 responses. In addition, members of the public were able to submit
email feedback regarding the QN, which was in the process of being reviewed by
Enfield Council at the time of writing of this report. This report combines the responses
to the online and paper surveys as they were identical in nature. An update to this
report incorporating the findings of the email analysis will be published at a later date.

Responses to the online survey, as well as emails providing feedback on the QN, could
be made by any members of the public, whether they were inside or outside of the QN,
shown in Figure 1-1.

About ITP

ITP is an award-winning UK transport planning and research consultancy. We have
provided consultation analysis support for various UK and London local authorities, as
well as for TfL on multiple projects. In this context, we analyse consultation responses
in an independent, unbiased way to ensure that all residents’ views are heard and
represented. We work with the Council to provide feedback that can inform alterations
to each QN in line with the views of the local community, as well as providing reporting
that can re-assure local residents that their voices are considered. This report presents
the findings of our analysis without comment or recommendation in order for the
Council to make an independently informed decision going forward.

Structure of this report

This report covers the analysis of all information submitted on the QN regarding both
closed and open questions of the consultation survey. The structure of the report is as
follows:

Section 2: Methodology — covers the approach we took to quantitative analysis
of closed questions and thematic analysis of open questions.

Section 3: Sample characteristics — covers an overview of the sample of people
who submitted responses to the survey.

Section 4: Equalities Impact Assessment — covers responses to the closed
question regarding the impacts of the QN from an equalities perspective, and the
first open question regarding whether respondents had further considerations to
add to the Council’'s Equalities Impact Assessment (EglA).

ip
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Section 5: Importance of access, time, and aspirations for the area — covers
responses to the closed question regarding the importance of access to various
areas of the QN, travel times and aspirations for the area.

Section 6: Effectiveness of measures — covers responses to the closed question
regarding the effectiveness of the measures so far.

Section 7: Suggestions — covers responses to the second open question
regarding specific suggestions for the QN.

Section 8: Phase 2 & parking permit QN — covers responses to the third open
question regarding implementation of the second phase of the QN, and responses
to the closed question regarding the implementation of a parking permit QN in
the future.

Section 9: Communications — covers responses to the closed question regarding
the usefulness of communications relating to the QN, and the fourth open
question regarding other comments on communication on the QN.

Section 10: Conclusion - covers a summary of the report and next steps.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

Methodology

By including a combination of closed and open questions the Council have gathered a
mixture of quantitative data and qualitative data which allows respondents to express
their thoughts in more detail.

These two types of data need to be analysed appropriately, and in completely different
ways. It should be noted that our analysis has been conducted on a monthly rolling
basis. Our methodology for each type of response — closed and open questions via the
online and paper surveys — is set out below.

Analysing responses

Closed questions

The consultation survey asked a range of closed questions. The first ‘group’ of these
questions covered sample characteristics, including various personal and protected
characteristics, home location, and car ownership. The other ‘group’ of closed
guestions related to respondent’s perceptions of the QN, including the importance
they assigned to various access points in the QN, and the effectiveness of the trial
measures. The consultation survey form is included in Appendix A.

Responses to closed questions were analysed in MS Excel, allowing frequency counts
and percentages of each response to be calculated. Responses to the second ‘group’ of
questions was cross tabulated with the sample characteristics responses, to give an
insight into ‘who’ said ‘what'.

Protected characteristics

Under the Equality Act 2010, it is against the law to discriminate against someone
because of the following protected characteristics:

Age

Disability

Gender reassignment
Marriage and civil partnership
Pregnancy and maternity
Race

Religion or belief
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Sex

Sexual orientation

The closed and open questions that investigated these protected characteristics in
relation to the Bowes Primary and Surrounding Streets QN are reported and analysed
in the following two sections, although an in-depth analysis of each was not possible,
given the small sample sizes of responses regarding some of the protected
characteristics. Throughout the report, where a breakdown of a question means that
there are no more than five respondents in one group, that group is not reported on in
this analysis, in order to not risk making a respondent’s answers identifiable.

Census data

Where there was relevant data available, 2011 Census data for the QN at the output
area level (the finest level of detailed offered by Census data) was obtained for
comparison with the closed question responses. Whilst the Census data is the most
reliable demographic dataset available (as it records every person’s demographics
rather than a sample), there are some limitations which mean comparisons must be
approached with caution. These include:

The most recent Census data is a decade old now;

The boundaries of the output areas do not exactly match the boundary of the QN;
and,

Even where similar Census data has been collected, it is not always directly
comparable with the data collected by this survey (e.g. car ownership data is
collected at the household level in the Census, but at the individual level in this
survey).

Open questions

The consultation also asked four open questions, which allowed respondents to further
elaborate on their responses to closed questions or allowed free-form responses more
generally. These four questions are shown in Appendix A. Not every person who
responded to the survey provided answers to the open questions. The first response
given by a respondent to each open question has been read and coded by an
experienced analyst.

The responses to these questions were subject to thematic analysis. Thematic analysis
involves creating a list of common themes from a small sample of responses, and then
using this list to ‘code’ responses. The list of common responses is referred to as a

ip
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2N

2.2

‘coding frame'. The sample used in this case was 10% of the first month'’s responses.
This approach allowed us to categorise and group responses that mention the same or
similar themes, giving overall proportions of people who agree with that sentiment.
Any codes referenced by less than 2% of the overall sample have not been included in
the analysis of this report to ensure a focus on key themes, although all themes have
been reviewed by the Council. Not all respondents answered the open questions
directly; regardless, responses not referring directly to the questions have been
considered and coded. This means that some themes have occurred across multiple
questions, despite the questions having separate focusses.

Codes were arranged in three categories — Support, Oppose and Suggest. ‘Support’
codes relate to responses which make positive or supportive comments about aspects
of the QN. ‘Oppose’ codes related to responses which raised concerns or opposed the
QN for a variety of reasons. ‘Suggest’ codes related to responses which gave specific
suggestions for how to improve the QN. Responses were not always wholly supportive
or opposing — all individual elements of the responses were coded separately. Over 50
codes were used for each open question, providing a huge amount of extremely
detailed data.

There is an amount of subjectivity with response-coding, as an analyst is reading and
coding each response. However, to minimise the impact of this, the majority of the
response coding was performed by one analyst, with assistance from three other
analysts. The coding undertaken by the other three analysts was quality-controlled by
the main analyst, who also developed all the coding frames and carried out the analysis
presented in this report. This prevented variation in how responses were coded across
the questions and over the duration of the survey.

Stakeholder responses

There were a small number of responses from people representing community groups
with their response. In response to the survey:

One respondent was associated with Broomfield Homeowners & Residents’
Association (BHORA)

Two respondents were associated with Bounds and Bowes Voice
Two respondents were associated with Friends of Brownlow Road

One respondent was associated with Enfield Learning Trust (specifically from
Bowes Primary School)

ip
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2.13

2.14

2.15

Repeat responses

Respondents were able to send multiple responses to the consultation survey if they
wished, to allow respondents to register changes in views over time or provide
additional information to their first response. It should be noted, however, that only the
respondents’ first survey responses have been read and coded by ITP in this analysis, to
avoid the analysis being skewed by respondents repeating the same views on multiple
occasions. Enfield Council have read and considered all repeat responses separately.

The total number of respondents who responded more than once to the survey was
281, and the number of times each of these people responded is shown in Figure 2-1.
This amounted to 453 repeat responses.

Figure 2-1: Number of survey responses from repeat respondents

Number of repeat respondents
0 50 100 150 200 250

Number of responses submitted
w
u
=

There were a higher number of repeat respondents towards the start (October) and
end (April) of the consultation period, as shown in Figure 2-2. This figure also shows
that the greatest number of repeat responses received per month were submitted in
April 2021.
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Figure 2-2: Number of responses from people who responded more than once
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33

Sample characteristics

This section provides an analysis of the demographics of respondents to the survey.
This is important because it allows the Council to assess how representative the sample
of respondents to the consultation was in comparison to the people who live in the
Quieter Neighbourhood area. Many people did not respond to some or all of the
demographic questions. Where equivalent Census data did not allow respondents to
leave the question blank, the proportions of respondents who answered the question is
also provided alongside the proportions of all respondents.

Location

Using street names provided by respondents, more than half of all respondents (940 —
71%) were from within the QN. A further 353 respondents (27%) were from outside of
the QN, and 38 respondents (3%) did not provide their street name. When excluding
those who had not provided their address, 73% lived within the QN and 27% lived
outside the QN. Figure 3-1 shows the spatial distribution of respondents on a map of
the broader area around the QN, whilst Figure 3-2 shows the spatial distribution of
respondents of the QN itself. The darker-coloured points represent postcodes where
more responses came from. Figure 3-2 shows that there was a slight concentration of
respondents towards the north-west of the QN, particularly around Warwick Road. This
is supported by the data in Table 3-1.

The 2011 Census recorded 25,256 residents within the QN, suggesting that this
consultation received responses from approximately 4% of the population living within
the QN.

10
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Figure 3-1: A map of respondents based on their home postcodes, showing the neighbouring areas of the QN
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Figure 3-2: A map of respondents based on their home postcodes, focussing on the QN
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Table 3-1 provides a breakdown of the number of respondents to the survey by street

(for streets within the QN where at least 2% of all respondents lived). Whilst the

distribution of respondents was quite even across the streets included in Table 3-1,

Warwick Road was the home address with the most respondents in one street, with 21

more respondents than any other street and 7% of all respondents to the survey.
Stanley Road was the next most popular street with 73 respondents (6% of all

respondents to the survey), closely followed by Maidstone Road, with 70 respondents

(5% of all respondents). There were 15 streets in total which were home to at least 2%

of survey respondents living within the QN.

Table 3-1: Numbers and proportions of respondents within the QN by their

street name

Number of

Street name

respondents

Warwick Road
Stanley Road
Maidstone Road
Shrewsbury Road
Highworth Road
Evesham Road
Ollerton Road
Brownlow Road
Natal Road

York Road
Palmerston Road
Tewkesbury Terrace
Westbury Road
Elvendon Road

Goring Road

13

94
73
70
66
52
46
44
43
36
33
31
25
24
22
20

% of all
respondents
(n=940)

7%
6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
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Car ownership

35  The survey collected information on whether respondents owned a car, and, if so, how
many cars they owned. Overall, 1,123 respondents (84%) reported owning a car, 184
respondents (14%) reported that they did not own a car, and 24 respondents (2%) did
not answer the question. When excluding those who did not answer the question, 86%
of respondents reported that they were car owners and 14% reported that they did not
own a car.

36  The proportion of households within the QN reporting that they owned at least one car
in the 2011 Census was 52%, whilst the proportion of households reporting ownership
of a car across Enfield was 68%. As noted in the Methodology, the Census only collects
car ownership data at the household level, which is not directly comparable to the
respondent level, as multiple respondents could be from the same household. Census
data is also a decade old now, so should be considered with caution.

Table 3-2: Car ownership comparison between survey and Census data

% of respondents | % of households | % of households

Number of | who reported their owning a car in owning a car in
ownership | respondents car ownership the QN (2011 Enfield (2011
(n=1,307) Census) Census)
Car owner 1,123 86% 52% 68%
No car 184 14% 48% 32%
Disability

37  The survey asked whether respondents considered themselves to have a disability. 100
respondents (8%) reported that they did have a disability, 803 respondents (60%) said
they did not, 44 (3%) said they preferred not to say, and 384 (29%) did not answer the
question. When considering only those who responded with a “yes” or a "no” to the
question, 11% of respondents considered themselves to have a disability and 89% did
not. The 2011 Census data shows that around 14% of residents in the area have a
disability, meaning the sample of responses shows a slightly lower proportion of
people considering themselves to have a disability than might be expected.

itp
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38  Of the 100 respondents who considered themselves to have a disability, 94 specified
the type of disability they have. These are shown in Table 3-3. Please note that the
number of respondents in Table 3-3 adds up to more than 94, and the percentages
total more than 100%, due to respondents being able to select more than one type of
disability each.

Table 3-3: Types of disability described by survey respondents

% of respondents who
Number of

Disability type specified their

respondents

disability (n=94)

Physical/mobility impairment, 45 48%
such as a difficulty using your

arms or mobility issues which

require you to use a wheelchair or

crutches

Visual impairment, such as being 7 7%
blind or having a serious visual

impairment

Hearing impairment, such as 11 12%

being deaf or having a serious
hearing impairment

Mental health condition, such as 8 9%
depression or schizophrenia

Learning disability/difficulty, such 32 34%
as Down'’s syndrome or dyslexia or

a cognitive impairment such as

autistic spectrum disorder

Long-standing illness or health 18 19%
condition, such as cancer, HIV,
diabetes, chronic heart disease or

epilepsy

Marriage

39  The survey asked respondents if they were married or in a civil partnership. Overall, 576
respondents (43%) indicated that they were and 317 respondents (24%) indicated that
they were not. 56 respondents (4%) preferred not to say, and 379 respondents (28%)
did not answer the question. The 2011 Census data shows that around 29% of people

15
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in the area are married or in a civil partnership, with 54% being recorded as single' and
17% who did not report their marital status.

Table 3-4: Marital status of survey respondents compared to 2011 Census data

Number of % of all respondents % of the QN (2011

Marital status
respondents (n=1,331) Census)

Married or in a 576 43% 29%
civil partnership

Single 317 24% 54%
Preferred not to 438 33% 17%
say/did not

answer

Sexual orientation

310 The survey asked about the respondents’ sexual orientation. 795 (60%) respondents
reported that they were heterosexual. There were 23 (2%) responses from gay men, 12
(1%) responses from gay women/lesbians and 13 (1%) responses from people who said
they were bisexual. There were 376 (28%) respondents who left this question blank and
107 (8%) respondents who said they preferred not to say. There is no comparable data
at this level from the 2011 Census for the relevant geography.

Gender and gender reassignment

311 The survey asked about respondents’ genders. For the online surveys, there were two
opportunities for respondents to select their gender — one during the sign-up phase of
using the website, and one while responding to the survey. These two sources have
been combined to give a gender for as many respondents as possible. The options

available were:
o Male
o Female

«  Transgender

' Married includes Married, In a registered same-sex civil partnership; Single includes Single, Separated (but still legally married
or still legally in a same-sex civil partnership), Divorced or formerly in a same-sex civil partnership which is now legally dissolved,
Widowed or surviving partner from a same-sex civil partnership

itp
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3.2

313

3.14

Non-binary
Prefer not to say

Other.

There were slightly more female respondents (576 — 43%) than male respondents (473
- 36%), although a further 253 respondents (19%) left the question blank in both
instances, and 27 (3%) preferred not to say.2 The 2011 Census recorded only male and
female categories, which represented 50% each of the local population.

Maternity and young children

Respondents were asked if they were or had recently been pregnant or had young
children. For all responses, 379 answered yes (23%) and 614 answered no (44%), with
37 preferring not to answer the question (3%) and 379 leaving the question blank
(28%). For responses from female respondents, 171 answered yes (30%) and 338
answered no (59%), with 13 preferring not to answer the question (2%) and 54 leaving
the question blank (9%). There is no comparable data at this level from the 2011
Census for the relevant geography.

Religion

Respondents were asked about their religion. The largest segment of the sample was
from respondents who said they had no religion (511 — 38%), followed by respondents
who left the question blank (396 — 30%). The largest religious group was Christian with
295 respondents (22%). A small number of respondents belonged to other religious
groups, including Buddhist (8 respondents), Hindu (12 respondents), Jewish (23
respondents), Muslim (23 respondents) and Sikh (9 respondents). A further 54
respondents were from people who preferred not to answer the question. Table 3-5
below displays this in comparison to the data from the 2011 Census below. This shows
that the proportion of people without a religion, and the proportion of those not
answering the question, is much higher in the survey responses than in the Census. The
proportion of responses from Christians, Hindus and Muslims are all lower than would
be expected when compared with the 2011 Census data for the QN.

2 "Other” and “Transgender” have not been reported upon due to their low sample sizes.

17



Bowes Primary Quieter Neighbourhood Consultation Analysis - Interim Report

Table 3-5: Comparison of prevalence of religions in survey data and 2011
Census data from the QN

Religion

Number of
respondents

% of all

respondents
(n=1,331)

2011 Census

Blank
No religion

Christian (including
Church of England,
Catholic, Protestant
and all other Christian
denominations)

Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Sikh

Prefer not to say

Ethnicity

396
511

295

12
23
23

54

30%
38%

22%

1%
1%
2%
2%
1%
4%

1%

22%

49%

1%
6%
1%
13%
0%
7%

315 There were 35 potential options provided for ethnicity. For the online surveys, there

were two opportunities for respondents to select their ethnicity — one during the sign-

up phase of using the website, and one while responding to the survey. These two

sources have been combined to give an ethnic group for as many respondents as

possible.

316 Given the small sample sizes in many of the 35 options, they have been categorised

into five main groups, shown in Table 3-6. When compared to the figures for the 2011

Census, the proportions of respondents who were White was comparable, while the

proportions of respondents from Mixed, Asian and Black backgrounds were lower than

might be expected from the Census, with the most under-represented ethnic group

being Black respondents.

18
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Table 3-6: Comparison of ethnic groups in survey sample (n=1,331) and 2011
Census data for the QN

Survey responses

Ethnicity group (n=1,331) 2011 Census
White 847 64% 62%
Mixed 46 3% 6%
Asian 69 5% 14%
Black 17 1% 14%
Arab 12 1% No data
Prefer not to say 18 1% No data
Blank 322 24% 4%
Age

317 For the online surveys, there were two opportunities for respondents to give their year
of birth — one during the sign-up phase of using the website, and one while
responding to the survey. These two sources have been combined to give an age for as
many respondents as possible. However, 304 respondents still had no age attributed to
them (23%). The age distribution of respondents who did give their age is shown in

Figure 3-3 below.

318 This is shown in comparison to the proportions of each age group in the area
according to 2011 Census data, which didn't include any blank responses, hence why
these have been removed from the survey data in Figure 3-3. In general, the age profile
of the survey sample was considerably older than the average age structure for the

area.
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3.19

3.20

3.21

Figure 3-3: Proportion of respondents in each age category (of those who
provided their age)

Percentage of respondents who reported their age (n=906)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
A%
16-29 _ 25%

30-39 16%

21%

40-49 29%

14%

% 50-59 22%

A

10%

60-69 20%

1

6%

7079 8%

5%

80+ L6

2%
W Survey M Census

Of those who gave their age, the highest proportion of respondents were in the 40-49
years category with 260 respondents (29%), followed by the 50-59 years category with
203 respondents (22%) and the 60-69 years category with 184 respondents (20%). The
next most represented were aged 30-39 with 143 respondents (4%), 70-79 with 71
respondents (8%) and 16-29 with 36 responses (4%). Only 9 respondents were aged
over 80 (1%).

Household income

Although socio-economic status is not a protected characteristic, it is important to
consider in the context of making changes to the transport network, so that lower
income households are not disproportionately impacted.

Just under half (649 - 49%) of respondents did not provide an answer to the question
on combined household income, with 377 leaving the response blank (28%) and 203
selecting 'prefer not to say’ (20%). For those that gave an answer, the distribution of
responses from each income bracket is shown in Figure 3-4 below. There is no
comparable data at this level from the 2011 Census for the relevant geography.

20
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Figure 3-4: Distribution of income brackets by number of responses

Percentage of respondents who gave their annual household income (n=682)
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Below £10,000 =N 2%
Between £10,001 and £20,000 NN 7%
Between £20,001 and £30,000 I 10%
Between £30,001 and £40,000 IR 13%
Between £40,001 and £50,000 IS 13%
Between £50,001 and £60,000 NI 10%
Between £60,001 and £70,000 I 3%
Between £70,001 and £80,000 NN 7%
Between £80,001 and £90,000 NS 5%
Between £90,001 and £100,000 I 7%

Annual Household Income

Above £100,001 I 18%

Care recipients and carers

322 Of all respondents, 23 (2%) said that they received care assistance in their home, and
117 (9%) said that they were a carer for someone else (either an elderly or disabled
person). There is no comparable data at this level from the 2011 Census for the
relevant geography.
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4.1

4.2

43

4.4

4.5

Equalities Impact Assessment

The Council have a duty under the Equality Act 2010 to:

Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation, and any other
conduct prohibited by the Act;

Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected
characteristic and people who do not share it; and

Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and
people who do not share it.

The Equality Act refers to several protected characteristics. Survey respondents were
asked to complete demographic questions on each of the protected characteristics to
help the Council understand the ways that the changes as part of the QN may have
impacted certain people. Other characteristics beyond the Equality Act protected
characteristics were collected as they have particular relevance in this context,
including car ownership and income.

Respondents were asked whether they felt, from an equalities perspective, that the QN
had impacted them:

Very positively;
Somewhat positively;
Neutral/unsure;
Somewhat negatively; or
Very negatively.

Overall, 491 (52%) respondents felt that the QN had impacted them ‘very negatively’ or
‘'somewhat negatively’, while 246 (26%) felt that the QN had impacted them ‘very
positively’ or ‘'somewhat positively’. This information is given for each characteristic in
the figures below. While this analysis shows some interesting patterns, it should be
remembered that there is not necessarily a causal link between the characteristic and
the rating of the QN's perceived impacts, particularly as most people are part of more
than one group (for example both male and disabled, or both bisexual and Black).

All of the proportions quoted in this section are of the total respondents that answered
the question on the perceived impact on them from an equalities perspective (i.e.
excluding blanks).

Hp
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4.6

47

Disability
Of the respondents who said they had a disability, 75 respondents (77%) perceived that
the trial had had a ‘very negative’ or ‘'somewhat negative’ impact on them, whilst 15

respondents (15%) perceived that they had experienced a ‘very positive’ or ‘somewhat

positive' impact.

Figure 4-1: Perceived impacts of the QN by disability:

Not disabled (n=783) 19% 24% Al 20%

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

W Very negatively Somewhat negatively " Neutral/unsure

Somewhat positively m Very positively

Marriage/civil partnership

The ratings of the trial in terms of positive/negative impacts were very similar between
married and unmarried respondents, with 50% of both married and unmarried
respondents perceiving they had experienced negative impacts from the QN. For
positive impacts, these figures were 27% and 25% respectively.

Figure 4-2: Perceived impacts of the QN by marital status

Unmarried (n=309) 17% 25% 6% EL
Married (n=564) 18% 2% 9% L
Total (n=948) 17% 22% 8% LA

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

| Very negatively Somewhat negatively - Neutral/unsure

Somewhat positively M Very positively

3 Percentages in figures where blanks are removed and no categories are missing may not sum to 100% due to rounding.

ip
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4.8

4.9

Gender

A greater proportion of females perceived the trial to have had either a 'very negative’
or 'somewhat negative’ impact (292 respondents — 57%) on them than responses from
male respondents (173 responses — 43%). In terms of 'somewhat positive’ or ‘very
positive’ impacts, 120 females (23%) perceived this to have been their experience,

compared to 124 males (31%).

Figure 4-3: Perceived impacts of the QN by gender

Male (n=404) 32% 11% 26% 9%

Female (n=512) 34% 23% 20% 7% 17%

Total (n=948) 34% 17% 22% 8% 18%

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

m Very negatively Somewhat negatively = Neutral/unsure

Somewhat positively B Very positively

Pregnancy and maternity

Across all genders, the proportions of responses from people who were pregnant or
had young children perceiving they had experienced a ‘'somewhat negative’ or 'very
negative’ impact were very similar to those who were not pregnant or did not have
young children. Of the respondents who were pregnant or had young children, 152
(51%) stated they had experienced a ‘somewhat negative’ or ‘very negative’ impact,
while 82 (28%) said they had experienced a 'somewhat positive’ or ‘very positive’
impact. For responses from people who were not pregnant and/or did not have young
children, these figures were 303 (51%) and 154 (26%) respectively.
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411

Figure 4-4: Perceived impacts of the QN by pregnancy and maternity

Not tand hild

Pregnant or have young children (n=296) 31% 20% 21% (8% Pl

Total (n=948) 34% 17% 22% 8%

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

m Very negatively Somewhat negatively = Neutral/unsure

Somewhat positively B Very positively

Ethnicity

There were some differences in how responses from people of different ethnic
backgrounds thought the QN had impacted them. For example, a higher proportion of
responses from people from Asian backgrounds felt that the QN had 'very negatively’
or 'somewhat negatively’ impacted them (44 responses - 70%) than average (52%). This
compares to 7 responses (11%) from people from Asian backgrounds who felt that said
the QN had impacted them ‘very positively’ or 'somewhat positively’, compared to 26%
as an average across the whole dataset.

The White ethnic group showed the highest level of positive impacts, with 222
respondents (28%) perceiving that the QN had impacted them ‘very positively’ or
‘'somewhat positively’, and 392 responses (49%) from people who felt that the QN had
impacted them ‘very negatively’ or 'somewhat negatively'.
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Figure 4-5: Perceived impacts of the QN by ethnicity*

Black (n=16) 19% 19% 13% [EE
Asian (n=63) 56% 14% 19% OfFELl
Mixed (n=35) 20% 17% 6% ML

White (n=799) 18% 23% 9% 19%
Total (n=948) 17% 22% 8% T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very negatively Somewhat negatively = Neutral/unsure
Somewhat positively B Very positively

Age

412 The proportions of respondents in each age group reporting either perceived positive
or negative impacts of the QN were generally very similar across the bandings (with
around 50% of respondents reporting perceived negative impacts), except for the 80
years and over age group, which consisted of 7 negative responses (78%). However,
this outlier must be treated with caution, given this group’s very low sample size of
nine. The lower age groups (20 up to 49 years of age) showed higher proportions of
responses from respondents that reported perceived positive impacts from the QN.
These patterns are shown in Figure 4-6.

4 Respondents from an Arabic background have been excluded from the analysis of this question as the number of people in
this ethnic group that gave a response to this question did not meet the minimum threshold of 5 respondents.

ip
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4.14

Figure 4-6: Perceived impacts of the QN by age group

0% 10% 20% 30%

W Very negatively ®m Somewhat negatively

80+ (n=9) 11% 0% 11%
70-79 (n=71) 20% 14% 10%
60-69 (n=184) 17% 20% 6% NPT
50-59 (n=203) 22% 26% 6%
40-49 (n=260) 16% 27% 7%
30-39 (n=143) 14% 21% 1%
16-29 (n=36) 11% 17% 17%
Total (n=948) 17% 22% 8%

40% 50%

Neutral/unsure

60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Somewhat positively B Very positively

Non-equalities characteristics

There are some demographic characteristics that were collected that are not classed as
protected characteristics under the Equality Act (2010), but that are important to

consider in the context of this consultation.

Income

In general, there was no particularly strong pattern of positive/negative perceived

impacts of the QN, although lower income groups showed slightly higher proportions

of negative perceptions, and the groups at the lower and higher ends of the income

scale showed the highest proportions of respondents reporting positive perceived

impacts. This is shown in Figure 4-7.
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4.15

Figure 4-7: Perceived impacts of the QN by income bracket

Above £100,001 (n=122) 22% 11% 32% 10%

Between £90,001 and £100,000 (n=53) EZH 19% 38% 13%
Between £80,001 and £90,000 (n=37) 16% 27% 11%
Between £70,001 and £80,000 (n=45) 16% 33% 13%
Between £60,001 and £70,000 (n=52) INNNNENENENEEEF7EN 13% 29% 10% ENEAE
Between £50,001 and £60,000 (n=55) INNNENEEFY; 20% 29% L7 20% |
Between £40,001 and £50,000 (n=79) INNNENENEGEEET N 28% 18% P 149 |
Between £30,001 and £40,000 (n=85) 13% 21% 7%
Between £20,001 and £30,000 (n=78) 13% | 10% [13%
Between £10,001 and £20,000 (n=42) 17% 5% 10%
Below £10,000 (n=24) 21% A% A7 EET

Total (n=948) 17% 22% 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Very negatively Somewhat negatively Neutral/unsure Somewhat positively B Very positively

Care recipients and carers

Of respondents who received care assistance in their home, all 23 (100%) perceived
that the QN had impacted them ‘very negatively’ or ‘somewhat negatively’. Of
respondents who were carers themselves, this figure was 98 responses (84%).

Figure 4-8: Perceived impacts of the QN by those receiving care and by carers

Not a carer (n=777) 18% 26% 9% 20%
Carer (v=117) TURNEL ~o% |
Not a care recipient (n=877) 18% 24% 8% 19%
Care recipient (n=23) 1%
Total (n=948) 17% 22% 8% 18%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
W Very negatively m Somewhat negatively Neutral/unsure m Somewhat positively m Very positively
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Car owners

416 Of respondents who did not own a car, 60 (43%) perceived that the trial had had a
‘very positive’ impact on them from an equalities perspective, with a further 14 (10%)
perceiving it had had a 'somewhat positive’ impact on them. Of this same group, 40
(28%) felt that the trial had had a 'very negative’ or 'somewhat negative’ impact on
them.

417 Of respondents who owned at least one car, 446 responses (56%) perceived that the
trial had had a ‘very negative' or 'somewhat negative’ impact on them, while 165
responses (21%) felt they had experienced a ‘somewhat positive’ or ‘very positive’
impact.

Figure 4-9: Perceived impacts of the QN by car ownership

Car owner (n=793) 38% 18% 23% 7%
Total (n=948) 34% 17% 22% 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Very negatively Somewhat negatively Neutral/unsure Somewhat positively B Very positively

Open question

418 Respondents were asked to ‘provide any more information that can help inform our
Equalities Impact Assessment’ as an open response answer. There were 447 responses
to this question, and the average word count was 82 words. The 2% cut-off minimum
for this question was nine responses (i.e. only codes with nine responses or more are
included here). It should be noted that not all respondents answered this question
directly; regardless, responses not referring directly to equalities issues have been
considered and coded within this section.

419 Please note, the sum of the numbers given in this section is not equivalent to the total
responses to this question, as responses may have more than one code allocated to

ip
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4.21

them. For responses that refer to a specific demographic or protected characteristic,
the proportion of responses from people in that group has been provided (where
available). This is important to distinguish between people raising concerns on behalf
of others, compared to concerns regarding their own experience.

Protected characteristics mentioned

If a response mentioned any of the protected characteristics in direct relation to the
respondent or someone the respondent cares for, this was recorded (shown in Figure
4-10). Indeed, responses were only coded for this particular question if they did
mention a protected characteristic in direct relation to themselves or a dependant. This
approach was taken to ensure answers were informed by experiences of respondents
themselves rather than theoretical impacts on protected characteristic groups.

The table below shows that age and disability were the most common characteristics

mentioned in response to this question.

Figure 4-10: Number of responses mentioning each protected characteristic

% of relevant

Protected characteristic Number of responses

responses (n=224)

Age 149 67%
Disability 93 42%
Gender reassignment 0 0%
Marriage and civil 3 1%
partnership

Pregnancy and maternity 40 18%
Race 3 1%
Religion or belief 1 0%
Sex 29 13%
Sexual orientation 0 0%
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Support

422 There were six supportive themes that were mentioned in at least 2% of all responses
to this question:

27 respondents referred to streets feeling safer or easier for pedestrian/cycle
movement; 100% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

15 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in noise pollution, 75% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

14 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in air pollution; 100% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

10 respondents referred to a perceived improvement in traffic in the QN; 100%
of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

9 respondents referred to the LTN having encouraged a mode-shift in their travel
patterns; 100% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

9 respondents offered general comments of support (such as simply stating that
they were in favour of the QN); 100% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN

Oppose

423 Some of the opposition to the QN related to the impacts of the QN on mobility and
alternatives to private car use:

44 respondents referred to a perception that public transport or active travel are
not suitable alternatives due to disability or age (of these, 30% were disabled
people, 36% were aged over 60 and 50% were inside the QN)

32 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in mobility for disabled
people (of these, 50% were disabled people themselves and 84% were inside the
QN)

20 respondents referred to a perception that public transport or active travel are
not suitable alternatives due to COVID-19; 85% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

12 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in mobility for older people
(of these, 92% were aged over 60 and 50% were inside the QN)

12 respondents referred to a perception that public transport or active travel are
not suitable alternatives in general (with comments such as, “there is no easy

ip
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public transport route”); 73% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

11 respondents referred to a perception that public transport or active travel are
not suitable alternatives due to family commitments (such as doing a big
weekly shop whilst looking after small children); 75% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

9 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in mobility for the general
population; 67% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

424 Further opposition to the QN related to access to the area:

34 respondents referred to it being harder to access childcare/school and
associated time pressures for working parents due to a perceived increase in
journey times as a result of the QN; 50% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

27 respondents mentioned feeling unable or finding it much harder to visit
friends/family or to welcome visitors; 73% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

15 respondents mentioned feeling ‘trapped’ or isolated, or not being able to
leave the local area; 69% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

15 respondents perceived the QN to be having a negative impact on work (such
as not being able to work as many hours due to a perceived increase in journey
times caused by the QN) ; 76% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

12 respondents referred to a perception that tradesmen/deliveries/taxis are
now struggling to get to properties as a result of the QN; 92% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

425 The most common oppositions to the QN related to the travel impacts of the QN:

96 respondents referred to a perceived increase in journey times; 48% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

64 respondents referred to a perceived increase in traffic; 81% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

49 respondents referred to a perceived increase in air pollution in the area;
100% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN
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41 respondents referred to unwillingness to use the A406 (perceptions of it
being dangerous and polluted); 90% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN

22 respondents perceived traffic to be being displaced (within Bounds Green or
to Haringey); 100% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

13 respondents perceived there to be not enough local amenities to sustain a
LTN; 73% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

426  Other opposition related to health and/or safety:

53 respondents felt it was harder to access healthcare, or for carers to gain
access to patients (of these, 11% received care in their home, 60% were carers
themselves and 67% were inside the QN)

43 respondents referred to perceptions that the QN was damaging their own or
other’s mental health (of these, 26% were disabled, 28% were aged over 60, 70%
were female and 73% were inside the QN)

25 respondents referred to a perceived lack of safety for women, the elderly or
otherwise vulnerable due to crime (of these, 12% were disabled, 28% were aged
over 60, and 100% were female and inside the QN)

25 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in health for children (100% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN); and a further 11 referred
to a lack of safety for children due to traffic (81% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN)

21 respondents referred to a perceived lack of safety for the general population
due to traffic or cyclists (e.g. cycling on pavements); 60% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN

15 respondents felt the QN was damaging their own or other’s physical health
(of these, 20% were disabled, 47% were aged over 60, 67% were female and 68%
were inside the QN), such as by aggravating breathing conditions due to a
perceived increase in pollution

12 responses suggested that emergency vehicle access had been or might be
hampered; 100% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

427  Finally, some respondents questioned how the QN had been administered:

9 respondents suggested that the Council’s Equalities Duty had not been fully
considered (of these, 22% were disabled people, 44% were aged over 60 and 72%
were inside the QN)
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4.28

Suggest

There were 19 general suggestions provided for this question (74% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN), including providing residents-only
access to the area and moving the access restrictions from the south of the area to the

north. These have all been reviewed by Enfield Council.
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5. Importance of access, time, and aspirations

for the area

51 Respondents were asked about how important they regarded different aspects of the
QN to be. In total there were ten questions to this part of the survey, with the first four
referring to specific access within the area, two referring to journey times and the latter
four referring to more general aspirations for the neighbourhood. Percentages in the
table and figure below are given as a proportion of those who responded to each
question, although the response rate to these questions was high, with no more than
2% of respondents leaving these questions blank.

Table 5-1: Summary of responses to questions on importance of access, time,

and aspirations

How
important
are the | . . . . Total

. important | important | ynsure | important | important
following

to you?

Not at all | Not very | Neutral/ | Somewhat Very

Access

Access in 115 156 93 305 639 1308
and out of

the area to 9% 12% 7% 23% 49%
the A406

Access in 132 133 113 245 686 1309
and out of

the area via
Brownlow 10% 10% 9% 79% 52%

Road
Access in 93 85 68 234 831 1311

and out of

the area to
Bounds 7% 6% 5% 18% 63%

Green Road

280 133 111 182 595 1301
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How
important
are the

Not at all
important

Not very | Neutral/ | Somewhat

important | ynsure | important

following
to you?

Ability to
drive right
through the
area

22% 10% 9% 14%

Time

Time it 168 153 129 262

takes to
drive north
of the QN

13% 12% 10% 20%

Time it 151 103 97 241
takes to
drive south

of the QN

12% 8% 7% 18%

Aspirations

Reduced
number of
motor
vehicles
cutting
through the
QN

Slower 85
speeds of
vehicles
travelling in
the QN

162 160 215 262

12% 12% 16% 20%

102 180 306

6% 8% 14% 23%

Feeling safe 116 115 221 259

to walk and
cycle in the
QN

9% 9% 17% 20%

73 50 222 268

36

Very
important

46%

599

46%

719

55%

512

39%

637

49%

599

46%

696

Total

1311

1311

1311

1310

1310

1309



Bowes Primary Quieter Neighbourhood Consultation Analysis - Interim Report

How
important

Not at all | Not very | Neutral/ | Somewhat Very

are the | . . . .
. important | important | ynsure | important | important
following

to you?

Improved
air quality
throughout
the QN

6% 4% 17% 20% 53%

Figure 5-1: Responses to importance of access, time, and aspirations questions

Access in and out of the area to the A406 (n=1308) 12% 7% 23% A49%
Access in and out of the area via Brownlow Road
(n=1309) 10% 9% 19%
Access in and out of the area to Bounds Green Road
(n=1311) FEA6%5% 18%

Ability to drive right through the area (n=1301) INFFFAENIT0% 9% "14%

Time it takes to drive north of the scheme area (n=1311) 12% 10%  20%

Time it takes to dri\{i_sg;?)of the scheme area 8% 7%  18%

Reduced number of motor vehicles cutting through the

area (n=1311) 12% 16% | 20%
Slower speeds of vehicles travelling in the area (n=1310) 8% 14% 23% 49%
Feeling safe to walk and cycle in the area (n=1310) 9% 17% 20%
Improved air quality throughout the area (n=1309) E&% 17% 20%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Not at all important ® Not very important © Neutral/unsure ™ Somewhat important M Veryimportant

52 This shows that for access, Bounds Green Road was considered the most important by
the highest proportion of respondents, with 831 responses (63%) feeling that access to
it was ‘very important’, compared to 686 (52%) and 639 (49%) for Brownlow Road and
the A406 respectively. It also shows that generally, journey times to the south of the
QN were considered more important than those to the north, with 719 respondents
(55%) stating that journey times to the south were ‘very important’ compared to 599
(46%) for the north.

53 Although it is possible to cross-tabulate these results with the demographic
characteristics covered in Section 3, this provides too much detail to present in this
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5.4

55

5.6

context. There are, however, some noticeable relationships between respondents’
home location (i.e. within or outside the QN), and car ownership within this set of
questions.

The proportion of respondents who considered the ‘access’ questions to be important
was generally higher for those who live outside the QN than those who live within the
QN. For example, 68% (647 respondents) living within the QN considered access in and
out of the area via Brownlow Road to be ‘'somewhat’ or ‘very important’, but this figure
rose to 79% (278 respondents) for people living outside the QN.

For these same questions, a greater proportion of respondents who own one or more
cars stated that access to these roads was ‘'somewhat important’ or ‘very important'.
For access to the A406, 77% (854) of respondents who own at least one car, compared
to 41% (73) of those who do not own a car said this was ‘somewhat important’ or ‘very
important’. For access to Brownlow Road these figures were 76% (839) of those who
own a car, compared to 43% (78) of those who do not own a car. These figures are 86%
(954 respondents) and 52% (93 respondents) respectively for access to Bounds Green
Road.

A breakdown of the proportion of respondents that considered access options
‘'somewhat important’ or 'very important' by car ownership and area of residence
(inside/outside the QN) is shown in Figure 5-2. This shows that the smallest
proportions of respondents who thought these aspects of access to the area were
‘'somewhat important’ or ‘'very important’ were those who do not own a car.
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Figure 5-2: Percentage of respondents who considered access options
‘somewhat important’ or 'very important' by car ownership and residence
inside/outside the QN

P 71%
75%
Access in and out of the area to the A406 NG /1% ’
77%
72%
e 68%

79%
Access in and out of the area via Brownlow Road [ /3% ’

76%
71%
e 22%
_ 80%
Access in and out of the area to Bounds Green Road [ S©°:
B86%

81%

e 54%

. . . 74%
Ability to drive right through the area | 7%

65%
59%

M Living inside of the scheme area (n=947) Living outside of the scheme area (n=353)
W No car (n=180) Car owner (n=1105)
All (n=1308)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

57 Asimilar pattern was shown in relation to the questions on journey time. For ‘time it
takes to drive north from the QN’, 77% of respondents (272 respondents) from outside
the QN considered this to be ‘somewhat’ or ‘very important’ compared to 62% (584
respondents) of respondents residing within the QN. For access to the south, however,
these proportions were more evenly matched, at 76% (270 respondents from outside
the QN) and 72% (685 respondents from within the QN) respectively.

58  The difference in the views of car owners and non-car owners was more significant for
both drive-times to the north and south of the QN, with 71% of respondents who own
one or more cars (787 respondents) saying that journey times to the north were
‘'somewhat important’ or ‘very important’, compared to 33% (23 respondents) of those
without cars. Similarly, 79% of respondents (872 people) with at least one car
considered journey times to the south to be ‘somewhat important’ or ‘very important’,
compared to 41% of respondents (73 people) without a car. This is shown in Figure 5-3.
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59

5.10

Figure 5-3: Percentage of respondents who considered journey times to the
north and south of the area 'somewhat important’ or 'very important' by car

ownership and residence inside/outside the QN

P 62%
Time it takes to drive north of the scheme area (e.g. _ 33%
1]

towards Southgate, Palmers Green etc)

77%

71%
66%

0,
Time it takes to drive south of the of the scheme area o 76%
(e.g. towards Wood Green and Alexandra Palace) _ 41%
79%
73%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

M Living inside of the scheme area (n=947) Living outside of the scheme area (n=353)
m No car (n=180) Car owner (n=1105)
All (n=1308)

For the questions relating to aspirations for the area relating to traffic volumes, speeds,
comfort of walking and cycling, and air quality, these patterns were reversed. A higher
proportion of respondents who live within the QN rated all four aspirations for the area
as 'somewhat’ or ‘'very important’ than those who lived outside the area. Of
respondents living within the QN, 65% (620 respondents) stated that reducing the
number of vehicles cutting through the area was ‘somewhat’ or ‘very important’, 76%
(724 respondents) stated that slower speeds were 'somewhat’ or ‘very important’, 70%
(660 respondents) stated that feeling safe to walk and cycle was ‘somewhat’ or ‘very
important’, and 77% (727 respondents) stated that improving air quality was
‘'somewhat’ or ‘very important’. This compares to 43% (151 respondents), 61% (216
respondents), 55% (195 respondents) and 66% (234 respondents) respectively for
residents outside the QN.

People who do not own a car rated each of these aspects as being of higher
importance overall, with 77% (139 respondents), 85% (153 respondents), 84% (152
respondents) and 87% (157 respondents) of respondents without a car stating these
four aspects of the neighbourhood were ‘somewhat’ or ‘very important’, respectively.
For respondents who owned at least one car, these figures were 56% (621 responses),
70% (771 responses), 62% (690 responses) and 71% (789 responses).
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Figure 5-4: Percentage of responses that considered aspirations for the area
‘'somewhat’ or ‘very important’ by car ownership and residence inside/outside

the QN
65%
Reduced number of motor vehicles cutting through 43% 7%
the area 56% o
59%
76%
61%
Slower speeds of vehicles travelling in the area 85%
70%
72%

Feeling safe to walk and cycle in the area

Improved air quality throughout the area 87%

74%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Living inside of the scheme area (n=947) ® Living outside of the scheme area (n=353)
M No car (n=180) m Car owner (n=1105)
All (n=1308)

41



Bowes Primary Quieter Neighbourhood Consultation Analysis - Interim Report

6. Effectiveness of measures

61  The next part of the consultation survey asked respondents about how effective they
felt the QN had been in a variety of different ways. Responses to these questions are
summarised in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1: Summary of responses regarding effectiveness of the measures

How effective do

Not at

you think the QN ’ Not very | Neutral/ | Somewhat | Very S
a
has been on the . effective | unsure effective | effective
. effective
following?
Reducing motor vehicle 412 213 191 278 221 1315
speeds
31% 16% 15% 21% 17%
Reducing motor vehicle 498 116 124 201 374 1313
volumes
38% 9% 9% 15% 28%
Reducing traffic noise 520 147 172 177 285 1301
40% 11% 13% 13% 22%
Maintaining 695 173 159 123 161 1311
resident/visitor access
to the area 53% 13% 12% 9% 12%
Enabling more walking 399 193 273 167 280 1312
& cycling
30% 15% 21% 13% 21%
Creating a general 367 127 403 111 286 1294
feeling of safety
28% 10% 31% 8% 22%
Improved air quality 686 180 166 136 134 1302
52% 14% 13% 10% 10%

62  This shows that for every aspect in the table above, with the exception of ‘creating a
general feeling of safety’, the largest proportion of respondents felt that the QN had
been 'not at all effective’. However, it should be noted that in contrast, for some of
these aspects, the second largest respondent group rated the QN as ‘very effective’ as
in the case of ‘'reducing motor vehicle volumes’ and ‘reducing traffic noise’.
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6.3

6.4

The aspect of the QN with the greatest consensus response was ‘maintaining
resident/visitor access to the area’, for which 53% (695 responses) of all respondents
felt the QN had been 'not at all effective’. This was followed by ‘improved air quality’,
for which 52% (686 respondents) of those who responded to the question were people
who felt the QN had been 'not at all effective’. The aspect of the QN deemed to be
most effective was 'reducing motor vehicle volumes’, for which 28% (374 respondents)
of all respondents felt the QN had been ‘very effective’. This is shown in Figure 6-1.

Figure 6-1: Responses to effectiveness of measures questions

Reducing motor vehicle speeds (n=1315) 16% 15% 21%
Reducing motor vehicle volume (n=1313) 9% 9% 15%
Reducing traffic noise (n=1301) 11% 13% 13%
Maintaining resident/visitor access to the area (n=1311) 13% 12% 9% WP

Enabling more walking & cycling (n=1312) 30% 15% 21% 13%

Creating a general feeling of safety (n=1294) 28% 10% 31% 8%

Improved air quality (n=1302) 52% 14% 13%  10% Bi7

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Not at all effective Not very effective Neutral/unsure Somewhat effective M Very effective

Generally, more people that live within the QN thought that the QN had been effective
for each aspect (i.e. lower proportions of ‘'not at all effective’ and higher proportions of
‘very effective’) than those who lived outside the area. For example, 32% of
respondents (304 people) living within the QN felt the QN had been ‘very effective’ at
reducing motor vehicle volumes, compared to 19% of respondents (69 people) living
outside the QN. Similarly, 54% (194 respondents) of those living outside the QN felt
the QN had been 'not at all effective’ at reducing motor vehicle volumes, compared to
32% (299 respondents) of those who live within the area. The same pattern is true (to
varying degrees) for all elements of this question, except for the aspect of “maintaining
resident/visitor access to the area”, to which 53% of both those inside (500
respondents) and outside (190 respondents) the area said that the QN had been 'very
ineffective’.
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6.5

6.6

Figure 6-2 shows that a similar pattern occurred when analysing the response to this
question by car ownership. For all aspects by which the QN was rated, a higher
proportion of respondents who do not own a car felt that the QN had been effective

than those who own at least one car.

For several aspects by which the QN was rated, a greater proportion of respondents
without a car felt that the QN had been ‘very effective’ than 'not at all effective’, in
contrast to the trend in the overall dataset. This was the case for ‘reducing motor
vehicle speeds’, ‘reducing motor vehicle volume’, ‘'reducing traffic noise’, ‘enabling
more walking and cycling’ and ‘creating a general feeling of safety’.
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Figure 6-2 Perceived effectiveness of the QN by car ownership and residence
inside/outside the QN
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7.1

7.2

7.3

Suggestions

Respondents were asked to ‘describe your suggestions and be as specific as possible’
as an open response answer. There were 1,191 responses to this question, and the
average word count was 113 words. The 2% cut-off minimum for this question was 24
responses (i.e. only codes with 24 responses or more are included here). It should be
noted that not all respondents answered this question directly; regardless, responses
not referring directly to suggestions have been considered and coded within this
section.

Please note, the sum of the numbers given in this section is not equivalent to the total
responses to this question. This is because most answers reference more than one of
the codes.

Support

108 respondents offered general comments of support (such as simply stating
that they were in favour of the QN); 85% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

64 respondents provided a caveat to an oppose comment (e.g. they supported
the goals of the QN, but not the QN as it currently is); 78% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN

38 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in traffic volumes; 92% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

34 respondents said that the streets felt safer as a result of the QN; 91% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

29 respondents said that the area felt quieter as a result of the QN, 93% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

Oppose

Many respondents referred to the transport or environmental impacts of the QN:

432 respondents referred to a perception of traffic being displaced or worsened;
66% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

301 respondents referred to a perceived increase in air pollution; 67% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN
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52 respondents referred to the perceived obstruction of emergency services;
73% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

36 respondents referred to a perception of the LTN having little/no impact on
traffic/pollution; 69% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

35 respondents referred to a perceived increase in noise pollution; 63% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

74 A number of respondents commented about the person-related impacts of the QN:

221 respondents referred to a perceived increase in journey times; 76% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

159 respondents commented on feeling unsafe due to traffic; 84% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

125 respondents referred to feeling unwilling or reluctant to use the A406; 88%
of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

105 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in mobility or feeling
‘trapped’ by the QN; 84% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

65 respondents referred to a negative impact on their own or other’s mental
health; 68% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

53 respondents felt that there had been a negative impact on children’s health
and safety; 74% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

52 respondents perceived the LTN to be causing an obstruction to emergency
services; 73% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

35 respondents referred to a perceived negative impact on work/local
businesses or deliveries; 66% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

34 respondents referred to healthcare workers being obstructed or difficulties
accessing healthcare; 68% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

33 respondents commented about feeling unsafe as a result of a perceived
increase in crime or a perceived increase in the risk of crime; 70% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

28 respondents felt the QN was damaging their own or other’s physical health,
such as by aggravating breathing conditions due to a perceived increase in
pollution; 71% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN
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7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

26 respondents commented about perceived increasing petrol usage/fuel bills
or higher taxi fares, 85% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

Some respondents referred to the availability of alternative transport options:

38 responses said that public transport/active travel was not a suitable
alternative in general, 78% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

Some respondents commented about specific points about the QN or the reasons the
QN was being pursued:

84 respondents felt that the QN had been unfair on residents; 58% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

69 respondents were against the Brownlow Road bus gate/closure; 64% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

47 respondents felt there had been a lack of/poor engagement with the
community; 72% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

29 respondents thought that non-residential traffic cutting through the area
had increased/not been stopped by the LTN; 76% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

26 respondents said that traffic in the area wasn’t a problem before the QN;
69% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

26 respondents raised concerns about drivers ignoring the Palmerston/Kelvin
no-right-turn; 96% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

25 respondents felt that the QN had divided the community; 72% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

Suggest

The focus of this question was suggestions — and there were 62 coded common
suggestions in total. These codes are very detailed in order to capture all of the
suggestions made by respondents, for them to be considered in future versions of the
QN. All coded suggestions over the 2% threshold are set out here.

Some respondents gave fairly general suggestions on the QN:

171 respondents suggested stopping/reversing the QN; 55% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN
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135 respondents suggested generally leaving roads open, including those who
suggested that all roads be left open, and those who said specific roads should be
left open, but there were too few responses to warrant making an individual code
for them. 61% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

69 respondents suggested that access to/from the south of the QN was
preferable to access to the A406; 94% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

36 respondents suggested continuing with the current QN; 78% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

79  Some respondents made suggestions about traffic control measures and road layouts:

69 respondents suggested changes to the road layout; 74% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN

64 respondents suggested a one-way system; 78% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

62 respondents generally suggested introducing traffic calming measures
(without specifying what type of traffic calming QN they would like to be
introduced); 69% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

37 respondents suggested a 20mph zone; 65% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

27 respondents specifically suggested that speed bumps should be introduced;
74% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

710  Some respondents made suggestions referring to specific roads or closure points:

199 respondents suggested re-opening the Maidstone Road and/or Warwick
Road closures; 93% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

78 respondents suggested blocking all or some specific northern
entrances/exits to the A406 (this was often said in conjunction with preferring
access to the south of the QN, but not always); 94% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

71 respondents suggested re-opening the York Rd closure; 94% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

60 respondents suggested altering the Warwick Rd-A406 junction (e.g. by
introducing a no-right turn); 93% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN
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57 respondents suggested removing the A109 Bounds Green/A406 no right-
turn; 88% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

38 respondents suggested changing the position of filters to the middle of the
roads; 87% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

37 respondents suggested re-opening Palmerston Road to the A406; 84% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN
37 respondents suggested not introducing a bus gate on Brownlow Rd; 65% of

these comments came from respondents inside the QN

36 respondents suggested removing the no left-turn from A109 Bounds Green
onto Brownlow Rd, 86% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

711 Some respondents made suggestions on the details of restrictions:
251 respondents suggested residents-only access (e.g. ANPR); 96% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

42 respondents suggested other access restrictions (e.g. width/weight
restrictions, emergency vehicles only); 86% of these comments came from

respondents inside the QN

38 respondents suggested introducing on-street car parking restrictions; 92% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

35 respondents suggested enforcing access restrictions more strictly; 65% of

these comments came from respondents inside the QN

712 Some respondents made suggestions about how the QN is represented and
communicated:

52 respondents suggested better signage; 92% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

47 respondents suggested conducting a full consultation with residents; 79% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

34 respondents suggested co-ordination with neighbouring boroughs; 82% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

713 Some respondents made suggestions relating to greener infrastructure:

85 respondents suggested improving cycling/pedestrian infrastructure; 80% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN
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31 respondents suggested electric charge points/encouraging greener vehicles;
48% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

29 respondents suggested improving public transport provision; 38% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN
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8.

8.1

8.2

8.3

Phase 2 & Permit parking scheme

A closed question was included which asked, ‘Further consultation would need to take
place if a parking permit scheme were to be taken forward but, in principle, do you
think this is a good idea?’. Overall, 486 respondents (37%) said 'yes’, while 634 (48%)
said 'no’. A further 211 (16%) did not respond to the question.

In contrast to most of the questions in the survey, there was only a small amount of
difference between responses from people within/outside the QN, and people who did
or did not own a car. Of those who answered the question, 42% of respondents (330
people) who lived within the QN thought a permit parking scheme was a good idea,
compared to 58% of respondents (450 people) outside the QN. In terms of car
ownership, 42% of respondents (404 people) who did own a car said that a permit
parking scheme was a good idea, compared to 54% of respondents (81 people) who
did not own a car. This information is shown in Figure 8-1 below.

Figure 8-1: Proportion of responses to ‘In principle, do you think a permit
parking scheme is a good idea?’ by car ownership and residence inside/outside
the QN.

Respondents outside scheme area (n=780)
Respondents within scheme area (n=332)
Non car owners (n=150)

Car owners (1=963)

Al (p=1120

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

HmYes mNo

Open question

Respondents were asked to ‘provide any other feedback you would like to share on the
proposal to create one area wide LTN, by delivering further measures in Phase 2, as an
open response answer. There were 1,039 responses to this question, and the average
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8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

word count was 74 words. The 2% cut-off minimum for this question was 21 responses
(i.e. only codes with 21 responses or more are included here). It should be noted that
not all respondents answered this question directly; regardless, responses not referring
directly to suggestions have been considered and coded within this section.

Please note, the sum of the numbers given in this section is not equivalent to the total
responses to this question. This is because most answers reference more than one of
the codes.

Support

There were 76 respondents who provided general support in responses to this
guestion (84% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN). Additionally,
56 respondents supported the Brownlow Road restrictions, stating that they were
necessary (75% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN).

Oppose

A number of respondents raised points relating to Phase 1:

112 respondents referred to a perceived increase or displacement of traffic
during Phase 1; 76% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

63 respondents were against Phase 1 in general; 73% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

43 respondents referred to increased/not improved air pollution; 84% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

43 respondents referred to increased journey times under Phase 1; 84% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

33 respondents felt that access had been reduced; 85% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

27 respondents felt that safety had worsened (in relation to traffic) during Phase
1, 85% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

17 respondents referred to negative impacts on mental health for residents
during Phase 1; 76% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

Some respondents raised points relating to Phase 2:

378 respondents were against Phase 2/the Brownlow Road bus gate; 66% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN
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257 respondents were concerned that the volume of traffic would increase or
traffic be displaced during Phase 2; 67% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

106 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in a reduction of
access; 83% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

60 respondents referred to the Phase 2 plans being unfair on residents; 75% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

43 respondents were concerned that journey times would increase under Phase
2; 84% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

43 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in an increase in air
pollution; 84% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

41 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in impacts on local
businesses/work; 46% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

40 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in worsening of safety
(in relation to traffic); 83% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

37 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in worsening feelings
of being “trapped’ and isolation; 86% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

34 respondents referred to being unsure about how they would access their
homes under Phase 2; 79% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

21 respondents referred to being unsure how emergency vehicles/deliveries
will be able to access the area under Phase 2; 76% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

19 respondents were concerned that Phase 2 would result in negative impacts on
mental health for residents; 74% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN

88  There were some respondents that did not specifically refer to either Phase 1 or Phase

2:

35 respondents referred to public transport/active travel not providing a
suitable alternative (general); 51% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN
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34 respondents expressed an unwillingness to use the A406; 91% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

34 respondents referred to a lack of consultation/communication/transparency
with residents/the QN being undemocratic; 47% of these comments came from
respondents inside the QN

29 respondents referred to community division; 55% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

Suggest

89  Some respondents referred to suggestions for the QN. Some of these were similar as
for the 'suggestions’ open question:

40 respondents suggested allowing access for residents (e.g. through ANPR);
93% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

31 respondents suggested other road layout changes; 58% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN

31 respondents suggested better coordination with neighbouring boroughs;
68% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

25 respondents suggested a request for more information on how residents will
be able to move around; 64% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

23 respondents suggested removing the no right-turn between Bounds Green
Rd (A109)/A406; 91% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

23 respondents suggested conducting a full consultation with residents; 83% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

810  Some respondents made suggestions related to the progression of the QN:

210 respondents suggested stopping or removing the QN; 54% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

55 respondents suggested not closing Brownlow Road/not introducing bus
gate; 85% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

51 respondents suggested to continue with the LTN; 75% of these comments
came from respondents inside the QN
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9. Communications

91 The survey asked respondents a closed question about their perceptions of the
communications regarding the QN. This had four aspects:

o The initial information leaflet delivered to properties explaining the QN;

o Letters delivered direct to properties in the area, including notification of works
and details about the consultation;

« Information held on the Let's Talk Enfield project page, including FAQs; and

» Information displayed on lamp columns.

92  Respondents were asked to indicate how useful they had found these materials on a
scale from 'not at all useful’ to 'highly useful’. The proportions given to each of these
ratings for each aspect of the communications for this QN are shown in Table 9-1 and
Figure 9-1.

Table 9-1: Summary of responses to closed communication question

How useful have
our Not at Not
communications all very

Neutral/ | Somewhat | Highly

unsure
tools and useful | useful

materials been?

Initial information 338 209 221 324 205 1297
leaflet
26% 16% 17% 25% 16%
Letters 292 162 239 357 232 1282
23% 13% 79% 28% 18%
Let's Talk Enfield page 289 186 355 302 149 1281
23% 15% 28% 24% 12%
Lamp column 480 215 347 157 86 1285
information
37% 17% 27% 12% 7%

93  This shows that the most useful method of communication, as rated by respondents to
this question, was the letters delivered to properties, with 46% (589 respondents)
rating it as either 'highly useful’ or 'somewhat useful’. In contrast, the least useful

itp
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9.4

9.5

9.6

method of communication was the lamp column information with 54% of respondents
(695) rating it as either 'not at all useful’ or 'not very useful'.

Figure 9-1: Responses to communications questions

Initial information leaflet 26% 16% 17% 25%

Letters 23% 13% 19% 28%

Let's Talk Enfield page 23% 15% 28% 24%
Lamp column information 17% 27% 12%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Not at all useful Not very useful Neutral/unsure

Somewhat useful m Highly useful

Open question

Respondents were also asked ‘What do you think we could do that is more useful in
the future in communicating similar schemes?’, as an open response answer. There
were 870 responses to this question, and the average word count was 56 words. The
2% cut-off minimum for this question was 18 responses (i.e. only codes with 18
responses or more are included here). It should be noted that not all respondents
answered this question directly; regardless, responses not referring directly to
suggestions have been considered and coded within this section.

Please note, the sum of the numbers given in this section is not equivalent to the total
responses to this question. This is because most answers reference more than one of
the codes.

Support

There were 42 respondents who offered general support for the QN; 88% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN.
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Oppose

97  There were a number of respondents that referred to the consultation process:

96 respondents referred to a perceived lack of/poor
communication/consultation; 81% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN

31 respondents referred to a perception that the Council had only contacted
those within the QN; 45% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

26 respondents referred to a perception that the QN implementation had been an
undemocratic process; 92% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

26 respondents referred to complaints against senior councillors; 81% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

25 respondents referred to a perception that the Council had only contacted a
small group of people (e.g. residents’ groups); 76% of these comments came
from respondents inside the QN

24 respondents referred to being ignored or not listened to; 88% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

98  There were a number of respondents that referred to the impacts of the QN:

41 respondents referred to the perception that the QN had created a social or
community divide; 90% of these comments came from respondents inside the
QN

24 respondents referred to a perception that the QN had resulted in increased air
pollution; 67% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

Suggest

99  Some respondents made suggestions about the communications linked to the QN:

230 respondents suggested conducting the consultation before the
implementation of the QN; 87% of these comments came from respondents
inside the QN

180 respondents suggested using alternative forms of engagement; 66% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

ip

58



Bowes Primary Quieter Neighbourhood Consultation Analysis - Interim Report

104 respondents suggested widening or improving engagement with local
residents; 63% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

92 respondents suggested better/more consultation in general; 70% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

76 respondents suggested more information/better evidence; 78% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

73 respondents suggested better ‘listening’ to residents’ concerns; 71% of these
comments came from respondents inside the QN

50 respondents suggested engaging the community beyond the QN; 24% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

49 respondents suggested giving more notice before implementing QNs; 90%
of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

30 respondents suggested stopping the LTN; 70% of these comments came from

respondents inside the QN

29 respondents suggested better community engagement from senior
councillors in the future; 83% of these comments came from respondents inside
the QN

25 respondents suggested better transparency in future; 68% of these comments

came from respondents inside the QN

25 respondents suggested holding physical consultations if possible; 88% of
these comments came from respondents inside the QN
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10. Conclusion

10.1

10.2

10.3

To conclude, this report has laid out the quantitative and thematic analysis of
responses received by the Council in relation to the Bowes Primary and Surrounding
Streets Quieter Neighbourhood. The analysis that has been undertaken has aimed to
remain objective and has reported numbers without weighting and with minimal data

manipulation.

Whilst many of the findings of this survey are reliable given the large sample size of the
combined online and paper surveys (with 1,331 respondents in total), certain groups
are still represented by a relatively small sample. Therefore, where this is noted,
apparent trends in the data should be treated with caution.

This report will be submitted to the Council in May 2021 for their consideration in
relation to the following Phases of the QN, and decisions will follow. The report may

also be used to inform Haringey's decisions.
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Bowes Primary Area Quieter Neighbourhood
Let's Talk Enfield

Consultation - Bowes Primary & Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood

Residents in the Bowes Primary & Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood Area have raised concerns with Enfield Council over
traffic issues in the area for many years, alongside Ward Councillors and Bambos Charalambous MP who presented a petition to

Parliament in 2018. This trial is a response to those concerns.
The trial is being funded from the first tranche of the Department for Transport Emergency Active Travel Fund, an initiative that has been
launched in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

There will be a range of assessments made when judging the overall success of this trial, which includes:

Residents’ views on how the benefits of the scheme compare against the disadvantages
Data on the volume of motor vehicle movements in the area

Data on the speed of motor vehicles in the area

e Impacts on the primary roads surrounding the area

o Air quality considerations
e Bus journey time considerations through discussion with Transport for London

e Qutcomes of ongoing dialogue with the Emergency Services

The project is implemented as a trial using experimental traffic orders (ETO) which includes the consultation with community during the

trial period.

Now that the community have had the opportunity to experience the trial working in practice, we would like to invite you to share your
feedback. We will be reviewing feedback through the consultation period and there is the ability to amend the scheme during the trial

period.

The Privacy Notice can be found here.

About you

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN/
CYCLE CROSSING

—— Scheme Boundary

) a
9 & =
3 S & S
%'? oD & 3 POTENTIAL £
040 GREEN 2 & CYCLEWAY2) 8
© 1 g"‘/ g EXTENSON g
G ¢ £ £ £
> MYDDLETONROAD & &
Sy : = g g
<& BOWES PARK z

In relation to the Bowes Primary and Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood, | am a:

(Choose any 2 options) (Required)
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Bowes Primary Area Quieter Neighbourhood
Let's Talk Enfield

|| Resident within the scheme area (shown on the map above)

[ ] Resident outside the scheme area (shown on the map above)

[ ] Haringey resident outside the scheme area (shown on the map above)
D Business owner within the scheme area (shown on the map above)

[ ] Business owner outside the scheme area (shown on the map above)
[] Enfield Ward Councillor within the scheme area

[] Haringey Ward Councillor

[] Visitor to the area

Answer this question only if you have chosen Visitor to the area for In relation to the Bowes Primary and Surrounding Streets Quieter
Neighbourhood, | am a:

If you are a visitor to the area, please provide the primarily reason for visiting the area
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My postcode is:

(Required)

The name of my street is:

(Required)

If you are representing a community group or organisation when sharing your views in this survey, please specify the group’s name

Do you own a car?

(Choose any one option)

[ Yes
[] No
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Let's Talk Enfield

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Do you own a car?
If yes, how many cars are registered at your address?

(Choose any one option)
[11

[]2

[]3

[]4

[15+

Equalities Impact Assessment

As part of our ongoing Equality Impact Assessment for the Bowes Primary and Surrounding Streets Quieter Neighbourhood, we would
like to ask you some questions to help us understand how the scheme impacts people based on the protected characteristics as detailed
in the Equality Act 2010. According to the Equality Act 2010, the protected characteristics are:

Disability

Marriage and civil partnership
Sexual orientation

Sex (gender)

Gender reassignment
Pregnancy and maternity
Ethnicity

Religion and belief

Age

® © 6 o o o o o o

Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us to understand potential impacts on particular
individuals and groups?

(Choose any one option) (Required)

[]Yes
[T No
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Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Do you consider yourself to have a disability?

(Choose any one option)

Yes
No
Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
If yes, please specify the nature of your disability

(Choose all that apply)
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[] Physical/mobility impairment, such as a difficulty using your arms or mobility issues which require you to use a wheelchair or crutches ii.
[ ] visual impairment, such as being blind or having a serious visual impairment

[] Hearing impairment, such as being deaf or having a serious hearing impairment

[] Mental health condition, such as depression or schizophrenia

[ Learning disability/difficulty, such as Down’s syndrome or dyslexia or a cognitive impairment such as autistic spectrum disorder

I:\ Long-standing illness or health condition, such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart disease or epilepsy

[] Other (please specify)

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Are you married or in a civil partnership?

(Choose any one option)

[]Yes
[ No

[] Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

I am:

(Choose any one option)

[] Heterosexual

[ ] Gay man

[] Gay woman/lesbian
[] Bisexual

[] Prefer not to say

[] Other (please specify)
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Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

| am:

(Choose any one option)

[ ] Female

[] male

[] Transgender

["] Non binary

[ ] Prefer not to say

[] Other (please specify)

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Do you identify as transgender?

(Choose any one option)

[]Yes
[T No

[ ] Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Are you or have you recently been pregnant, or have young children?

(Choose any one option)

[ Yes
[ No

[] Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

What is your ethnicity?

(Choose any one option)

[] white - English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
[] white - White - Irish

[] white - Greek

[] White - Greek Cyriot

[] white - Turkish

[ ] White - Turkish Cypriot

[] white - ltalian

[] white - Polish

[] White - Russian

[] white - Kurdish

[] White - Gypsy/Irish Traveller
[] White - Romany

[] Other Eastern European

[] Any other White background

[71 Mivad - Whita anAd Rlank Marihhaan
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[] Mixed - White and Black African

[] Mixed - White and Asian

[] Mixed - Mixed European

[] Mixed - Multi ethnic islander

[] Any other mixed background

[] Asian or Asian British - Indian

[] Asian or Asian British - Pakistani

[ ] Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi

[] Asian or Asian British - Sri Lankan

[] Asian or Asian British - Chinese

[] Any other Asian background

[] Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Caribbean

[] Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - African - Ghanaian
[] Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - African - Somali
[] Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - African - Nigerian
[ Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Other African

[] Any other Black background

[] Arab

[] 1do not wish to state my ethnic group

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

What is your religion?

(Choose any one option)

[] No religion

[] Christian (including Church of England, Catholic, Protestant and all other Christian denominations)
[] Buddhist

["] Hindu

[] Jewish

[] Muslim

[] sikh

[] Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

What is your year of birth?

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

In addition to understanding impacts on the protected characteristic groups, we would also like to understand the potential impacts on
people of different income brackets, and carers who may visit/work with someone who lives in the Bowes Primary and Surrounding
Streets Quieter Neighbourhood.

What is the total annual income of your household (before tax and deductions, but including benefits/allowances)?

(Choose any one option)
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[] Below £10,000

[] Between £10,001 and £20,000
[] Between £20,001 and £30,000
[] Between £30,001 and £40,000
[] Between £40,001 and £50,000
[] Between £50,001 and £60,000
[] Between £60,001 and £70,000
[] Between £70,001 and £80,000
[] Between £80,001 and £90,000
[] Between £90,001 and £100,000
[] Above £100,001

[] Prefer notto say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Do you receive care assistance in your home?

(Choose any one option)

[ Yes
[ No

[] Prefer not to say

Are you a carer (of an elderly or disabled person)?

(Choose any one option)

[]Yes
[] No

[] Prefer not to say

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Considering the protected characteristic groups outlined above, from an equalities point of view how do you think the trial has impacted
you?

Questions Very negatively Somewhat negatively Neutral/unsure Somewhat positively Very positively

Please rate:

Answer this question only if you have chosen Yes for Are you willing to share with us some information on your demographic profile in order for us
to understand potential impacts on particular individuals and groups?

Please provide any more information that can help inform our Equalities Impact Assessment.
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What is important to you?

How important are the following to you?

Not at all Not very Somewhat Very
Questions important important | Neutral/unsure | important | important
Access in and out of the area to the A406
Access in and out of the area via Brownlow Road
Access in and out of the area to Bounds Green Road
Ability to drive right through the area
Time it takes to drive north of the scheme area (e.g. towards Southgate,
Palmers Green etc)
Time it takes to drive south of the of the scheme area (e.g. towards Wood
Green and Alexandra Palace)
Reduced number of motor vehicles cutting through the area
Slower speeds of vehicles travelling in the area
Feeling safe to walk and cycle in the area
Improved air quality throughout the area
How effective is the current phase 1 of the trial?
How effective do you think the scheme has been on the following?
Not at all Not very Somewhat Very
Questions effective effective Neutral/unsure effective effective

Reducing motor vehicle speeds

Reducing motor vehicle volume

Reducing traffic noise

Maintaining resident/visitor access to the area

Enabling more walking & cycling

Maintaining access to public transport

Enabling residents to continue to make private car
journeys

Creating a general feeling of safety

Improved air quality

What would you change?

Low Traffic Neighbourhoods are part of the council response to improving the health of our local communities and taking action to
address the effects of climate change. You may have alternative suggestions or changes you would like to see to the trial that can
improve the scheme whilst still delivering on these aims.

Please describe your suggestions and be as specific as possible.
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Note: Answer this question if it applies

If you wish, you are able to upload a diagram or drawing that may help to illustrate your ideas suggested in the question above.

Help Shape Phase 2

e Phase 2 of the Bowes Low Traffic Neighbourhood (LTN) proposes a ‘bus gate’ on Brownlow Road. A ‘bus gate’ would
be a point along Brownlow Road that only buses, waste and emergency services are able to pass through. This would
be enforced by a camera. This proposal would reduce the level of general traffic on Brownlow Road, but may also
require additional closures on other roads to prevent alternative cut throughs being used. Further discussions with both
Haringey and Transport for London are required to consider this proposal in more detail. We would like to gather your
early views to help inform these discussions. In addition to your comments here, subject to any Covid-19 restrictions,
we also plan to host a pop-up event where we can listen further to your views on Phase 1 and Phase 2.

Please provide any other feedback you would like to share on the proposal to create one area wide LTN, by delivering further measures

in Phase 2.

Controlled Parking Zone

A permit parking scheme (or Controlled Parking Zone) can be an effective way to manage on-street parking, enabling space to be used
by residents rather than commuters or others from outside the area. The controlled hours can vary, but a one hour restriction during the
day can be an effective way of preventing commuting parking around stations. The costs for a permit, currently related to engine size

and the duration of the restrictions, are set out on the Council’'s website.

Further consultation would need to take place if a permit parking scheme were to be taken forward but, in principle, do you think this is a

good idea?

(Choose any one option)

[ Yes
[T No

How We Communicate

Please help us understand how useful our communications tools and materials have been in communicating the scheme to residents and

businesses.

Questions

Not at all
useful

Not very
useful

Neutral/unsure

Somewhat
useful

Highly
useful

The initial information leaflet delivered to properties explaining the scheme

Letters delivered direct to properties in the area, including notification of works and
details about the consultation

Information held on the Let’s Talk Enfield project page, including FAQs

Information displayed on lamp columns
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What do you think we could do that is more useful in the future in communicating similar schemes?
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Integrated Transport Planning Ltd
Charles House

148 Great Charles Street
Birmingham

B3 3HT UK

+44 (0)121 285 7301

Integrated Transport Planning Ltd
Castlemead

Lower Castle Street

Bristol

BS13AG UK

+44 (0)117 917 5155

Integrated Transport Planning Ltd.
Build Studios

203 Westminster Bridge Road
London

SET 7FR UK

+44 (0)203 300 1810

Integrated Transport Planning Ltd
50 North Thirteenth Street
Milton Keynes

MK9 3BP UK

+44 (0)1908 259 718

Integrated Transport Planning Ltd
1 Broadway

Nottingham

NG1 1PR UK

+44 (0)115 824 8250

www.itpworld.net
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