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1.0 PURPOSE OF REPORT 

  
1.1 This report summarises the outcome of public consultation conducted in June 2025 

for proposed controlled parking zone (CPZ) in the Woodside Avenue (HA0) area. 
The scheme has been developed following numerous complaints received from 
residents on the periphery of the CPZ at difficulties with parking in their roads, traffic 
congestion and road safety generally. 

 
1.2 The Head of Healthy Streets and Parking is recommended not to progress with the 

implementation of the controlled parking in the area consulted. Further 
consideration can be given in future if there is evidence of on-street parking 
pressure and community support.  

 
1.3 Residents in the area are sent a letter informing them of the outcome. This will 

include a link to the Council’s webpages.  
 
2.0 BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT  

 
2.1 Since the introduction of the BA CPZ in the Beresford Avenue HA0 area the 

Council has been receiving numerous complaints from residents who live on the 
periphery of the CPZ experiencing difficulties with parking in their roads, traffic 
congestion and road safety generally. The area around the existing CPZ has 
been identified as a high priority area for parking controls.  

 
2.2 Further to receiving the complaints, officers have visited and observed the 

parking pressure in the area. It is also acknowledged the ongoing housing 
development in the area may result in more on-street parking pressures in the 
future. As such, as part of 2025-26 CPZ programme, the Council have agreed for 
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officers to consult on extending the existing zone BA CPZ proposals or 
alternatively preferring a new CPZ with different operational hours that better suit 
the area. 

 
2.3 Public consultation was carried out in June 2025 on proposals to extend the 

existing controlled parking (CPZ) in the area within the red line shown below.  
 

 
Figure 1 

 
2.4 The objectives of the proposals are to remove the long stay commuter parking 

and traffic congestion from the area and prioritise parking for residents and their 
visitors.  

 
3.0 CONSULTATION RESULTS 
 

3.1 Consultation Procedure 

 
3.1.1 Public consultation was carried out in June 2025. Consultation documents and 

questionnaires were sent by post by Royal Mail. They were distributed to 382 
residents and businesses of the local area. They were also posted to the local 
ward Councillors, interested groups and statutory authorities including the 
emergency services. A copy of the consultation document is included in 
Appendix A. 
 

3.2 Consultation Results  
 
3.2.1 The overall summary of the consultation shows that a total of 66 individual 

responses were received, a rate of return (17%) which is considered an average 
for this type of schemes consulted in the past. 

 
3.2.2 The overall results to the questions are shown in the tables below. 

 

Question 1 Yes No No 
opinion 

Do you have parking problems in your street? 18 46 2 

Percentage 27% 70% 3% 

Table 1 – Question 1 in the questionnaire 
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Question 2 Yes No No 
opinion 

Are you in favour of Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) 
for your street? 

14 52 0 

Percentage 21% 79% 0% 
Table 2 – Question 2 in the questionnaire 

      

Question 3 Tell us your preference – Please select one option only 

 Option 1 Option 2 

 Do you support being included in an 
extension of the existing Zone BA 
Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ), 
which operates Mon-Fri, 8:30am – 
6:30pm (excluding Bank Holidays)? 

Would you prefer the 
introduction of a new CPZ 
in your area with different 
operational hours? 

 19 17 

Percentage 29% 26% 
Table 3 – Question 3 in the questionnaire 

 

Question 4 Please select one option only if you select option 2 from 
Question 3 

 Mon-Fri 
10am-3pm 

Mon-Fri 
10am -9pm 

Mon-Fri 
8:30am – 6:30pm 

    

Yes 10 2 1 

Percentage 15% 3% 2% 

Table 4 – Question 4 in the questionnaire 

 

Question 5 Yes No No 
opinion 

Do you want the CPZ to operate on Saturdays? 7 44 1 

Percentage 11% 67% 2% 
Table 5 – Question 5 in the questionnaire 

  
3.2.3 In summary the results showed the following results; 
 

3.3 Responses from Statutory Consultees  
 

3.3.1  A copy of the consultation was sent to both Alperton ward councillors. They 
supported the proposals being consulted on but noted that implementation of the 
controlled parking scheme would depend on the feedback received. 

 

• 70% of respondents mentioned they do not have parking problems in their 
street. 

• 79% of respondents were not in favour of Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) for 
their street.  
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3.3.2 No comments were received from other statutory consultees. 
 

Comments from consultees 
 
3.3.3 Majority of the residents and businesses were not in support of the proposals. 

Below are few comments received during consultation process which reflects the 
feedback of the majority. 
 

Road 
Name 

Comments 

Woodside 
Place 

We, the residents of Woodside (HA0), formally reject the proposed Controlled 
Parking Zone (CPZ) for the following reasons, supported by evidence and law: 

1. No Evidence Justifying a CPZ 

• Current Conditions:  

• a. Our area has 95–98% dropped kerbs, ensuring safe access and zero 
parking congestion.  

• b. The Council has provided no data showing parking stress or safety 
risks in Woodside.  

• Legal Breach:  

o Under the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (Section 1), 
CPZs require proof of significant traffic issues. None exists 
here.  

2. Consultation Process Is Misleading & Inaccessible 

• Hidden Questionnaire:  

• a. The online consultation portal does not directly link to the survey. 
Residents must scroll to the very bottom of the webpage to find it, 
risking low engagement.  

• Legal Breaches:  

• i) Equality Act 2010 (Section 20): Requires “reasonable adjustments” 
for accessibility. Burying the survey excludes elderly/disabled residents.  

• (ii) Local Government Act 1999 (Section 3): Mandates consultations to 
be transparent and easy to access. Failing to signpost the 
questionnaire breaches this duty.  

3. Displacement from Adjacent CPZs Is Not Our Problem 

• Complaints stem from poorly managed CPZs in Beresford 
Avenue/Mount Pleasant Road.  

• Highway Code Rule 243 and the Traffic Management Act 2004 
(Section 6) require the Council to fix its own CPZ boundaries, not 
punish our unaffected streets.  

4. Demand Proof of Majority Support 

• The Council admits CPZs need “majority support”, yet:  

• a. No Woodside residents have requested controls.  

• b. The flawed consultation undermines true community sentiment.  

Our Demands 

1. Publish evidence of parking stress in Woodside (e.g., traffic counts, 
accident reports).  

2. Rerun the consultation with a direct survey link and proper publicity.  
3. Abandon the CPZ unless >50% resident approval is proven.  



 

Page 5  
 

Next Steps 

If the Council ignores these issues, we will: 

• Escalate to the Local Government Ombudsman for 
maladministration.  

• Pursue a judicial review under the Human Rights Act 1998 (Article 
1, Protocol 1) for unjustified property interference (e.g., permit costs).  

After you have addressed the issues above, we are happy to provide a petition 
if required from residents in support of no CPZs on Woodside HA0.  

 

Woodside 
End 

I am writing to voice my strong objection and deep frustration regarding the 
proposed Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) for HA0 area and especially trying to 
be including Woodside End in this proposal. This idea of having a single yellow 
line in front of my property on Woodside End is very bad and total 
unnecessary. This proposal is completely out of touch with the reality residents 
face on a daily basis, and it risks severely worsening an already strained 
parking situation for households in the area. 
 
In our household, we own three vehicles, but only two small cars can physically 
fit on our driveway. Please see the attached image of my cars and my 
driveway. The proposal to prohibit parking in front of our home effectively 
removes the only available space we have for our third car. This is 
unacceptable, especially when there are already double yellow lines directly 
opposite our property (as shown in the attached images), leaving us with 
nowhere else practical or safe to park. 
We have also been made aware of incidents of vehicle damage and theft in the 
area, which is why being able to park directly in front of our home is not just 
about convenience — it's about peace of mind and security. The council 
cannot ignore that residents deserve the ability to monitor their vehicles and 
feel safe in their own neighbourhood. 
Additionally, industrial businesses operating nearby already dominate local 
parking, with vans and lorries taking up valuable space or parking on double 
yellow lines. We have been raising complaints for years about parking issues, 
heavy delivery lorries, and dangerous congestion, but no serious action has 
ever been taken. Yet now, the council is pushing forward with a restriction that 
directly penalises residents instead of addressing the actual causes of the 
problem. 
The argument that this single yellow line is being proposed to “improve road 
safety and parking facilities” is deeply flawed. Woodside End is a T-Road, and 
the layout already supports safe and efficient traffic flow. This kind of measure 
does nothing to improve safety and only creates unnecessary stress for the 
people who actually live here. 
Let’s be realistic — most households on Woodside End own multiple cars. 
Limiting parking further will cause enormous disruption, push cars onto other 
overcrowded streets, and create tension in an area where neighbours have so 
far coexisted with mutual respect. The idea of offering a shared half-space bay 
as a solution is both impractical and divisive. 
 
Reasonable and Fair Alternatives: 
 
Enforce the existing double yellow lines opposite our house and Woodside 
End. This alone will prevent obstruction and maintain safety without removing 
parking for residents.  
Allow us to park across our own driveways without time restrictions. With no 
opposing parking, there is still ample room for emergency and larger vehicles 
to pass safely.  As shown in the image attached - there is double yellow line  
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opposite my property so no vehicle should be parked there. 
Provide a dedicated parking space for our third vehicle, exclusive to our 
property, to reflect household car ownership. 
Avoid shared parking bay proposals, which will only create disputes and 
confusion among long-standing residents. 
In conclusion, this proposal does nothing to support residents and only adds to 
our daily challenges. The council must start prioritising the people who live on 
Woodside End — not business convenience or arbitrary policies. 
Woodside End should not have single yellow markings. This plan or proposal 
shouldn't include Woodside End! 
 

                                                                                      Table 6 –comments from residents 

 
4.0 EQUALITIES ANALYSIS   

  
4.1 Out of 66 questionnaires returned, approximately 41 respondents had completed 

the equality monitoring questionnaire.  The total number for each question may 
not be the same as the total responded because some respondents have not 
answered every question. A breakdown of the equality data is shown below. 
There is an average percentage response from residents that consider 
themselves to have a disability, but broadly there do not appear to be any 
significant variations to the average demographic profiles for Alperton ward.  
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Table 7 – Responses to “What is your ethnic group?” 
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Table 8 – Responses to “Do you consider yourself to have a disability?”, “What is your gender?” and 
“What is your sexual orientation?”  
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Is your gender identity different to the sex you assumed to be at birth 

Yes, it’s different No, It’s the same Prefer not to say 

0 33 5 

         Table 9 – Responses to “Is your gender identity different to the sex you assumed to be at birth?” 
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Table 10 – Reponses to “What is your religion?” 

 
 

Age group 

16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ Prefer not to Say 

1 5 5 10 8 12 2 

Table 11 – Responses to “Which age group do you belong?”   

 
4.2 Overall, the data compiled from the equality questionnaire returns show that the 

diversity profile of respondents to the consultation is broadly representative of the 
Alperton Ward. 
 

4.3 Project Equalities Analysis 
 

Protected 
Characteristic 
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Comments 
Mitigation if 
required 

Age  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

 N/A 

Disability  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Gender 
reassignment 

 X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Pregnancy and 
maternity 

 X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Race  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Religion or belief  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Sex  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Sexual orientation  X  
No reason to believe this group will be 
disproportionally affected 

N/A 

Table 12 – Project Equality Analysis 

 
4.3  The equality analysis above does not consider that the scheme would have an 

adverse effect on groups with protected characteristics. 
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5.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS   
 

The estimated cost of implementing the proposed changes including the 
topographical survey, public consultation, line marking, and the production and 
installation of new signs was approximately £70,000. However, as the Controlled 
Parking Zone (CPZ) is no longer progressing, the scheme will have no financial 
impact. 
 

6.0 RECOMMENDATION  
 
6.1 Based on the majority of respondents being not in favour of the CPZ proposals 

for their streets, the Head of Healthy Streets and Parking is recommended not to 
progress the proposals to introduce controlled parking zone (CPZ) in the 
consulted Woodside Avenue area as shown in the consultation plan.  
 

6.2 However, to enhance road safety and accessibility in the area, it is recommended 
that the proposed ‘no waiting at any time’ restrictions of double yellow lines at 
corners and cul-de-sacs, as shown on the consulted plan be taken forward to 
statutory consultation and implemented thereafter. 

 
6.3 Residents in the area are sent a letter informing them of the outcome of the 

consultation and the decisions taken. This will include a link to the Councils 
webpages where information on the operation of CPZ’s is available. 

 
7.0 APPENDICIES  
 
Appendix A – Consultation document and questionnaire,  
Appendix B -  Consultation plan 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Local Government Act 1972 – Access to Information 

 
             The following items were used in the preparation of the report: 
 

• Consultation responses and analysis 
 
The above documents may be inspected / copied by contacting: 
Contact Officer: Solomon Nere, 
Healthy Streets and Parking 
Telephone: 0208 937 5230 
Email: Healthystreets&parking@brent.gov.uk 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
AGREED / REJECTED 
 

Signed:           

Date: 23 July 2025 
 
Sandor Fazekas  
HEAD OF HEALTHY STREETS AND PARKING 
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Appendix B - Consultation Drawing 


