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1.0 PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1 This report summarises the outcome of the public consultation for the Quietway 3
Cycle Route Upgrade scheme. The scheme was consulted on in July and August
2025 and aims to bring the existing cycle route up to the latest standards so it can be
signed as a Cycleway.

1.2 The Head of Healthy Streets and Parking is recommended to progress with
implementation of the scheme subject to the changes included in Section 7. Also, to
proceed with the advertising of the Traffic Management Notices necessary to
implement the new parallel zebra crossings and traffic calming features.

2.0 BACKGROUND

21 Overview

2.1.1 In 2018, Brent Council introduced a cycle route called Quietway 3 (Q3) which runs
between Gladstone Park and Kilburn High Road along Park Avenue North, St.
Paul’s Avenue, Chatsworth Road and Christchurch Avenue. In line with Transport
for London (TfL) guidance, we have now undertaken a review of the cycle route in
accordance with the New Cycle Route Quality Criteria (TfL, May 2019) with the
aim to rebrand it as a Cycleway going forwards.

2.1.2 Following a detailed review and study of the existing conditions on Q3, proposals
have been developed to ensure that pedestrian and cycling facilities at the
following junctions meet the latest standards; -

e Anson Road / Park Avenue North / Kendal Road (Junction 1)
e Chatsworth Road / Walm Lane / St Pauls Avenue (Junction 2)
e Chatsworth Road / Lydford Road (Junction 3)

e Chatsworth Road / Mapesbury Road (Junction 4)
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2.1.3 Figure 1 shows the extent of the study area and junctions for the scheme.
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3.0 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
3.1 Overview

3.1.1 The scheme has been developed using various sources which are as follows; -

Cycleway Assessment

Personal injury accident data

Automatic traffic count (ATC) and speed data
Pedestrian survey

Cyclist survey

3.2 Cycleway Assessment

3.2.1 A Cycleway Assessment was carried out by TfL in October 2019 to assess
performance of Q3 against new quality criteria for cycle routes in London and
recommend if the existing route can be signed as Cycleway.

3.2.2 The assessment reviewed the route by sections and suggested that four junctions

(which are proposed to be improved) do not currently provide a good level of
service and require improvement before Q3 can be signed as Cycleway.
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3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.4

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

Personal Injury Accident Data

Personal Injury Accident (PIA) data for latest three-year period (1st November
2021 to 31st October 2024) has been sourced from the Metropolitan Police Service
for the four concerned junctions. This shows there have been four (4) personal
injury accidents including one serious and three slight accidents. There were no
fatalities. These accidents involved four vehicles, two motorcycles, one pedal cycle
and four casualties, of which one was a pedestrian.

The serious accident occurred on Chatsworth Road near the junction with
Mapesbury Road, and it involved one car, one motorcycle and one serious
casualty.

Automatic Traffic Count and Speed Data

An automatic classified traffic count (ATC) survey was undertaken on Kendal
Road, Walm Lane, Chatsworth Road, Lydford Road and Mapesbury Road along
the route of Q3 from 20th March 2025 to 26th March 2025 and recorded data on
traffic volume and speed.

Table 1 shows the average weekday traffic flow on Kendal Road, Walm Lane,
Lydford Road and Mapesbury Road.

AM PM
Peak Hour Peak Hour

(0800-0900) (1700-1800)

Location 12 hour
(0700-1900)

Kendal Road

(west of Park Avenue North) 3780 365 350
Walm Lane

(south of Chatsworth Road) 9255 405 480
Lydford Road 2465 595 610

(north of Chatsworth Road)

Mapesbury Road
(north of Chatsworth Road) 8055 855 835

Table 1 — Average weekday traffic flow on Kendal Road, Walm Lane, Lydford Road and
Mapesbury Road (March 2025). Note: Rounded to nearest 5

Table 1 shows that an average of 695 — 855 vehicles use Lydford Road and
Mapesbury Road during the morning and afternoon peak periods and an average
of 350 — 480 vehicles use Kendal Road and Walm Lane during the same periods.

Table 2 shows the average and 85" percentile speed of traffic on Kendal Road,
Walm Lane, Lydford Road and Mapesbury Road.
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3.4.5

3.4.6

3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

Speed
Location Mean Speed 85t Percentile Speed
(mph) (mph)

KltlaensdtaclﬁRPoaar(lj( Avenue North) 20.3 23.9
\(/:(?lljﬁ I:)?‘rghatsworth Road) 16.1 19.8
I(Xg:t?\rifR(?r?:tsworth Road) 19.7 23.6
miﬂ?ﬁ’? E:yhztos?forth Road) 205 23.9

Table 2 — Mean and 85 percentile traffic speeds on Kendal Road, Walm Lane, Lydford
Road and Mapesbury Road (March 2025)

Table 2 shows that the average speeds on Kendal Road, Walm Lane, Lydford
Road and Mapesbury Road for both directions were in the region of 20mph. The
85" percentile speed (i.e. the speed at which 85 percent of vehicle travel below)
was below 24mph. The Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) enforcement
threshold is based on the speed limit plus 10% and an additional 2mph tolerance.

Considering the existing prescribed 20mph speed limit, the 85" percentile speed
is within the threshold for all locations.

Pedestrian Survey

A pedestrian survey was undertaken at four junctions along the cycle route on
Thursday 20 March 2025 and Saturday 22 March 2025. This survey was carried
out to obtain pedestrian flows at the existing pedestrian crossing facilities.

Table 3 shows weekday pedestrian flow on each crossing.

AM PM
Location Peak Hour Peak Hour
(0800-0900) (1715-1815)

Kendal Road pedestrian crossing
(west of Junction 1)

Walm Lane zebra crossing

Lydford Road zebra crossing

Mapesbury Road pedestrian crossing
(north of Junction 4)

Table 3 — Weekday pedestrian flow on Kendal Road, Walm Lane, Lydford Road and
Mapesbury Road pedestrian crossing (March 2025). Notes: Rounded to nearest 5

It is observed that the pedestrian peak hour flow on Kendal Road crossing is
around 120. Th Walm Lane crossing has highest pedestrian flow with 175. Lydford
and Mapesbury Road crossing has less pedestrian flow, which are 75 and 40
respectively. The afternoon peak pedestrian flows on all crossings are higher than
morning peak.
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3.5.4 Table 4 shows weekday pedestrian flow on footway in parallel to Q3 (north-south
direction for Junction 1 and east-west direction for Junction 2, 3 and 4).

AM PM
Location Peak Hour Peak Hour
(0800-0900) (1715-1815)

Park Avenue North
(western footway, south of Junction 1)

St Pauls Avenue
(southern footway, west of Junction 2)

Chatsworth Road
(northern footway, west of Junction 3)

Chatsworth Road
(northern footway, west of Junction 4)

Table 4 — Weekday pedestrian flow on Park Avenue North, St Pauls Avenue and
Chatsworth Road (March 2025). Notes: Rounded to nearest 5

3.5.5 It is observed that pedestrian peak hour flow on the proposed shared space
footways in parallel to the route of Q3 are 50-120. St Pauls Avenue southern
footway west of Junction 2 has the highest pedestrian flow.

3.5.6 Table 5 shows weekday pedestrian flow on footway perpendicular to Q3 (north-
south direction for Junctions 2, 3 and 4).

AM PM
Location Peak Hour Peak Hour
(0800-0900) (1715-1815)

Walm Lane

(western footway, south of Junction 2) 415 680
Walm Lane

(eastern footway, south of Junction 2) 95 150
Lydford Road 50 85
(western footway, north of Junction 3)

Lydford Road 20 40
(eastern footway, north of Junction 3)

Mapesbury Road 20 40
(western footway, north of Junction 4)

Mapesbury Road 50 45
(eastern footway, north of Junction 3)

Table 5 — Weekday pedestrian flow on Walm Lane, Lydford Road and Mapesbury Road
(March 2025). Notes: Rounded to nearest 5

3.5.7 It is observed that the Walm Lane western footway has highest pedestrian peak

hour flow with 680 in afternoon peak in north-south direction, which is
perpendicular to Quietway 3.
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3.5.8

3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

3.7

3.7.1

3.7.2

The Walm Lane eastern footway has pedestrian peak hour flow with around 95-
150 that is less than Walm Lane western footway. Lydford Road and Mapesbury
Road footway in north-south direction have less pedestrian flow, which are 20-85.

Cycle Survey

A cycle count was also undertaken at the four junctions concerned on Thursday
20 March 2025 and Saturday 22 March 2025. This survey was carried out to obtain
cycle flow along Q3 on carriageway captured from manual traffic count.

Table 6 shows weekday cycling flow on Q3 sections near concerned junctions.

AM PM
Location Peak Hour Peak Hour
(0800-0900) (1715-1815)

Park Avenue North (south of Kendal Road)

Chatsworth Road (east of Walm Lane)

Chatsworth Road (east of Lydford Road)

Chatsworth Road (east of Mapesbury Road)

Table 6 — Weekday cycle flow on Quietway 3 sections (March 2025) Note: Rounded to
nearest 5

It is observed that the peak hour cycle flow along the Q3 is around 40 cycles and
the highest flow is 55 on Chatsworth Road near Walm Lane in afternoon peak.

Proposed Scheme

Taking into account information collected from personal injury accidents and traffic
data, a series of improvement measures have been devised. These aim to improve
pedestrian and cyclists crossing facilities to enhance pedestrian and cyclists road
safety, ease the difficulty for crossing heavy traffic roads and rebrand the route as
a Cycleway going forwards.

The proposed improvements included in the consultation are shown graphically in
Appendix A and are outlined as follows; -

Existing uncontrolled crossings or Zebra crossings at each junction to be replaced
with Parallel Zebra crossing (for use by pedestrians and cyclists).

Existing footways widened at Junction 2, 3 and 4 and converted to share use space
at the side of new crossings for use by pedestrians and cyclists at each junctions.
Existing raised speed tables lengthened where necessary to accommodate new
crossings.

New Cycleway wayfinding road markings and upright signs along route.

Road Safety Audit

3.7.3

An independent Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) of the proposed design was
completed and is included in Appendix B and the recommendations were included
in the final consultation plans.
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4.0 CONSULTATION RESULTS
4.1 Consultation Procedure

4.1.1 A public consultation was carried out in July and August 2025. Consultation
documents and questionnaires were distributed to 1,190 residents and businesses
in the local area. Documents were also emailed to local ward Councillors,
interested groups and statutory authorities including the emergency services. A
copy of the consultation document is included in Appendix B.

4.2 Consultation Results

4.2.1 The overall summary of the consultation shows that a total of 175 individual
responses were received, with 144 responses from within the consultation area.
This was a response rate of 12% which is within the normal range experienced by
the Healthy Streets and Parking Service when undertaken similar consultations in
the past.

4.2.2 The overall results to the questions are shown in Table 7 below.

Question 1 - Do you agree with the proposed
improvement on Anson Road / Park Avenue North /
Kendal Road junction (Junction 1)?

Number

No
opinion

Percentage

Question 2 - Do you agree with the proposed
improvement on Chatsworth Road / Walm Lane / St
Pauls Avenue (Junction 2)?

Number

No
opinion

Percentage

Question 3 - Do you agree with the proposed
improvement on Chatsworth Road / Lydford Road
(Junction 3)?

Number

No
opinion

Percentage

Question 4 - Do you agree with the proposed
improvement on Chatsworth Road / Mapesbury Road Yes
(Junction 4)?

Number

[\ [o)
opinion

Percentage

Table 7 — Responses to Question numbers 1-4 in the Questionnaire

4.2.3 The results showed over 50% of respondents agreed with the proposed
improvement for all four junctions.
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424

4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

428

429

Responses from Statutory Consultees

Councillor Long —Raised concerns that the proposed shared spaces would put
pedestrians at risk and have a negative impact on walking. She also mentioned
that the pedestrian refuge island at the junction of St Paul’s Avenue and Walm
Lane should be reinstated.

Officer Response: The short sections of shared space footways (for use by
pedestrians and cyclists) are necessary to enable less confident cyclists to access
the four new controlled crossings over busy side roads. Local Transport Note 1/20
(LTN 1/20) issued by the Department for Transport (DfT) advises that where a
shared use footway carries up to 300 pedestrians per hour, a 3-metre-wide footway
is adequate to also be used by 300 cycles per hour. When pedestrian flows are
higher, greater widths should be used if possible.

The proposed design widens the footways to at least 3 metres wide at all four side
road junctions and greater width provided at connection of parallel crossing cycle
section. The results from the traffic surveys including volumes of both pedestrians
and cyclists using the four junctions along the existing Quietway cycle route are
considered according to LTN 1/20. The shared use areas will be clearly marked
with tactile paving and traffic signs and bollards will also be provided inform blind
and partially sighted pedestrian to the change in space and reduce cycle speeds.

In relation to the pedestrian refuge island on St Paul’s Avenue with Walm Lane as
part of the introduction of Q3, this was removed to provide a wider footway and
reduce crossing length and time that pedestrians stay on carriageway. The tighter
corners also help reduce the speed of turning vehicles and enhance pedestrian
safety.

Councillor Gbajumo — Objected to the scheme with concerns about a lack of a
comprehensive consultation and the perception that decision has already made.
Also, that the scheme does not address specific needs and concerns of residents
and the benefits of schemes area unclear. The Councillor was also concerned that
the scheme may introduce negative traffic impacts including increased congestion
and road safety issues and that the needs of disabled pedestrians had not been
considered.

Officer Response: The public consultation followed the same methodology that has
previously been used by the Healthy Streets and Parking team for similar schemes
and has been agreed with Members. The process includes running a consultation
for at least 21-days and sending consultation documents and questionnaires to
directly affected residents (usually properties directly fronting a scheme).
Documents are also emailed to local ward Councillors, interested groups and
statutory authorities including the emergency services. Responses are accepted
via the Council’s ‘Have your say’ portal or in writing and results are collated by the
Council’'s Consultation Officer. Following completion, a Delegated Authority report
is prepared to consider all the representations that have been received for
consideration of the Head of Healthy Streets and Parking team who has Delegated
Authority for this matter in collaboration with the Lead Member for Public Realm
and Enforcement.
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4.2.10 The above process has been closely followed for this project, and Officers have
taken into consideration feedback received from residents and made amendments
to the design where possible, whilst also keeping in mind the overarching
objectives.

4.2.11In terms of specific benefits of the scheme, the overall aim is to upgrade the
existing Q3 cycle route to meet the latest London Cycle Design Standards
published by TfL, so it can be signed as a Cycleway. This accords with the
objectives of the Brent Long Term Transport Strategy and Active Travel
Implementation Plan.

4.2.12To meet these standards, controlled crossing points for cyclists need to be
provided to enable less experienced cyclists to cross busy side roads along the
route and to reach these new crossing short sections of shared use footways need
to be provide on the entry and exit of the crossings.

4.2.13 The scheme has been subject of a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit undertaken by an
independent consultant and no issues were identified with the proposed controlled
crossings over side roads or the use of shared use footways. The scheme will be
subject to ongoing monitoring following implementation and subject to a further
road safety audit upon completion of construction and 12-months after.

4.2.14 Councillor Hack — A reservation was received from Councillor Hack. The
Councillor expressed the concerns raised by his constituents.

4.2.15 Officer Response: The reservation raised by Councillor Hack is noted. Further
details of concerns raised by constituents are included in section 4.4 along with an
Offer response.

4.2.16 Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) No concerns in principle at this stage but
requested Stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit.

4.2.17 Officer Response: A Stage 2 Road Safety Audit report will be provided once the
detailed design is completed and shared with the MPS.

4.3 Responses from other stakeholders

4.3.1 No response recorded from London Buses, Metroline, Freight Transport
Association, RNIB, Asian People Disability Alliance.

4.3.2 Brent Cyclist Campaign —Support adding pedestrian crossing and proposed
parallel crossing on Junction 1 (Kendal Road) with adjustment but raised
objections to other parts of the scheme. Their comments are summarised as follow:

4.3.3 Concerned that shared space increase risks of conflict for pedestrian and cyclists.
The proposed parallel crossings require sharp turns to access the crossing and no
on the desire line. Cyclists using various size bikes and small children may find
difficult to manoeuvre and access to parallel crossing, especially at Junction 1
(Park Avenue North) and Junction 2 (Walm Lane) due to gradient.

4.3.4 The waiting time to cross for cyclists may be increased and cyclists will go straight
instead of using proposed facilities.
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4.3.5

4.3.6

43.7

4.3.8

4.3.9

Suggest better aligning the parallel crossing on Junction 1 (Kendal Road). For
other junctions, suggest introducing a modal filter to reduce motor traffic levels in
the area or reverse the priority at the junctions as alternative solution.

Raised concern on the Q3 section on Park Avenue under the railway bridge for
drivers overtake with limited visibility and suggested to implement overtake
prohibition and physical separation.

Gladstone Park access control gate on Olive Road is not user friendly for cyclists
and other pedestrian users.

Officer Response: The objective this scheme is to provide safer crossing points for
cyclists and pedestrian across four side road junctions. With the proposed parallel
crossings, pedestrian and cyclists will be prioritised at side road junctions rather
than waiting traffic gap to pass the junction. As such, the additional time for cyclists
waiting time to cross these junctions should be minimal, compared to the existing
arrangement.

The use of modal filters to reduce the volume of traffic on side roads would require
a much larger area wide study which is outside the scope of this particular project.
The Council takes a demand led approach to Healthy (low traffic) Neighbourhoods
and it is something we could consider in the future if there was evidence of support
for such measures from local residents.

4.3.10 In terms of revering priorities at the junctions along the cycleway route, this was

considered as part of the original Q3 scheme, however it was not feasible as give-
way junctions are usually designed with priority given to streets with the highest
traffic flows. Reversing the priorities was considered to cause a potential road
safety issue and was therefore not progressed.

4.3.11 The suggestion to realign the parallel crossing on Junction 1 (Kendal Road) has

been incorporated into the post-consultation scheme design to enhance pedestrian
and cycle desire line. In addition, a ‘no overtaking’ (solid white line) road marking
has been incorporated into the scheme for the section of Park Lane under the
railway bridge to improve cyclist safety at this location.

4.3.12 The Gladstone Park access control gate on Olive Road is not on the route of

Quietway cycle route 3, so has not been reviewed as part of this scheme The
concerns raised will however be shared with the Council’'s Parks and Green
Spaces team for their consideration.
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4.4 Comments from other consultees

4.4.1 The detailed feedback from residents and businesses within consultation area received during the consultation period alongside the
Officers’ response are shown in Table 8 below. These were collected from the online and paper surveys.

Theme
Pedestrian and
cyclist
movement

Feedback

Concern about increased risk of
conflict between pedestrian and

cyclists on shared space footway.

Officer Response

As mentioned in section 4.2.5 and 4.2.6, the short sections of shared space
footways (for use by pedestrians and cyclists) are necessary to enable less
confident cyclists to access the four new controlled crossings over busy side roads.
Local Transport Note 1/20 (LTN 1/20) issued by the Department for Transport (DfT)
advises that where a shared use footway carries up to 300 pedestrians per hour, a
3-metre-wide footway is adequate to also be used by 300 cycles per hour. When
pedestrian flows are higher, greater widths should be used if possible.

The proposed design widens the footways to at least 3 metres wide at all four side
road junctions and greater width provided at connection of parallel crossing cycle
section. The results from the traffic surveys including volumes of both pedestrians
and cyclists using the four junctions along the existing Quietway cycle route are
considered according to LTN 1/20. The shared use areas will be clearly marked
with tactile paving and traffic signs and bollards will also be provided inform blind
and partially sighted pedestrian to the change in space and reduce cycle speeds.

Concerns about cyclist behaviour

and encourage pavement cycling.

Shared spaces for pedestrians and cyclist are refined within the area near the
parallel crossing to minimise potential conflict with other road users. All shared
spaces will be indicated with traffic sign and tactile paving.

Concerns about bikes parking on
footway.

The Council is rolling out dockless cycle hire bay scheme to limit the bike to be
parked within destinated area to minimise the impact to pedestrian. More
information is available on our website - Lime bike consultation | Brent Council
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Concerns about motorised bikes or
delivery cyclists travelling at speed.

Electrically assisted pedal cycles (EAPC) are regulated with limited power output
and speed. Any electric bikes that do not meet the EAPC rules are classified as
motorcycle or moped and restricted to ride on carriageway only.

Research shows that cyclists adjust their speed and alter their behaviour according
to the density of pedestrians. LTN 1/20 stated it rarely be necessary to provide
physical calming features to slow cyclists on shared use routes subject to sufficient
width provided.

Concerns about maintaining
existing planting area at Lydford
Road / Chatsworth Road junction

Following feedback, the proposed design has been reviewed, and a short section
of segregated cycle track will be provided east of Lydford Road to minimise share
spaces and impact on residents maintaining the existing plating area

Working on public highway including footway works should follow relevant guidance
to provide barriers and appropriate traffic signs to separate workers and public to
ensure minimise health and safety risk and protect both parties.

Suggest providing separation
between pedestrian and cyclists.

As per the above the proposed design has been reviewed, and a short section of
segregated cycle track will be provided east of Lydford Road to minimise the extent
of shared space at this location.

Concerns that widening footway
and narrowing carriageway will
cause road safety issue.

The proposed design has been reviewed so that typical private car manoeuvring
will not encroach on the opposite traffic lane when making a left turn.

Concerns that proposed cycle
crossings should be clearly
marked.

The proposed parallel crossings include pedestrian crossing area and cyclists
crossing area. All areas are clearly marked with road marking and tactile paving in
accordance with national guidance.

Concerns that Gladstone Park will
still not be accessible to family
bikes on Dudden Hill Lane

The Gladstone Park cycle route towards Dudden Hill Lane is not on the route of
Quietway cycle route 3, so has not been reviewed as part of this scheme. The
concerns raised will however be shared with the Council’s Parks and Green Spaces
team for their consideration
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Cycleway
Routing

Concerns that the routing end at
Kilburn High Road will face difficulty
to continue the journey. Suggest
cycle path on Kilburn High Road or
alternative route from Willesden to
Queen’s Park and further Regent’s
Park

Cycling improvements on Kilburn High Road are being considered separately under
the “Better, Safer Kilburn” jointed with Camden and City of Westminster to provide
cycle facilities and new cycle track to enhance cyclist safety.

Traffic

Concerns about drivers do not stop
for cyclist on parallel crossing

A Parallel crossing is like a zebra crossing with use for both pedestrian and cyclists.
Vehicular traffic must give way to pedestrian and cyclist has moved onto crossing.
The crossing will be painted with road marking and yellow globe to alert the drivers
the approach of parallel crossing.

Traffic waiting time will be
increased, generating more traffic
in the area and in result traffic
congestion.

The proposed parallel crossings are located at existing zebra crossing or
uncontrolled crossing. It is expected the traffic impact will be minimal comparing to
existing condition.

Insufficient manoeuvring spaces
from main road turn into minor road.

The design is reviewed and analysed to ensure typical private car can manoeuvre
to and from minor road without encroach opposite traffic lanes.

Consider removal of railing,
additional dropped kerb and
rearranging Short Section Waiting
Restriction at St Paul's Avenue
near Park Avenue.

Existing railing is located on western footway of Park Avenue which is not directly
related to the Quietway 3 on carriageway. However, the suggestion will be
considered separately subject to funding.
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Highway
Maintenance

Road surface and pavement
condition and require maintenance.

Feedback will be shared with the Council’'s Highways Maintenance team for their
consideration.

Lighting on Chatsworth Road
require improvement.

Feedback will be shared with the Council’s Highways Maintenance team for their
consideration.

Community The scheme will introduce cyclists | The improvement scheme is located on existing Quietway 3 and cycle demand is
safety and which bring noise and disturbance | expected to maintain as existing level. Therefore, traffic noise should be considered
nuisance as natural background similar to existing noise level as the routing is unchanged.
The anti-social behaviours, crimes | Feedback will be shared with the Council’'s Neighbourhood Management team for
and car racing on Chatsworth their consideration.
Road and St Pauls Avenue is
raised.
Suggest installing CCTV on Feedback will be shared with the Council’s Neighbourhood Management team for
Chatsworth Road for monitoring their consideration.
due to crimes.
Concern on littering on St Pauls Feedback will be shared with the Council’s Neighbourhood Management team for
Avenue and Chatsworth Road and | their consideration.
suggest additional bins.
Project Concern the scheme is limited | The objective and benefit of scheme can be referred to response in section 4.3.7.

administration

improvement and benefit.

Concerns the prioritisation of
scheme and the funding can be use
in other schemes.

The scheme will be funded by a specific TfL Local Implementation Plans (LIP)
funding under Cycle Network Development programme that can be use in cycle
related infrastructure and improvement only.

Construction work will be overrun
the programme and cause
temporary traffic disturbance.

The improvement scheme is developed with sustainable consideration to utilise
existing facilities such as raised junctions with crossing upgrade. Therefore, works
area can be minimised to reduce the disturbance to surrounding area. The
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concern on construction programme will be considered and subject to the actual
works condition.

Concerns about whether sufficient | The scheme is funded from TfL Cycle Network Development programme and Brent
funding available for the scheme. NCIL programme for feasibility design and construction. The funding allocation is
adequate to deliver the scheme. Please refer to Section 6 of this report for detail.

Consultation Concern were Montessori School The consultation area includes residents and businesses who directly front the
on Chatsworth and North West proposed cycle route. The concerned Montessori Nursery School is located on
London Jewish School consulted Chatsworth Road and therefore is consulted. The North West London Jewish
School is located on Willesden Lane and hence it is not within the consultation
area.

Concern the deadline of this Please refer to 4.3.6 for public consultation methodology.
consultation is in school holiday.

Table 8 — Detailed Feedback from Residents and Businesses within Consultation Area and Officers’ Response

4.4.2 A detailed summary of all the responses received are included in Appendix D.
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4.5

451

452

5.0

5.1.1

51.2

Summary

Overall, over 50% of responses from within the consultation area supported the
proposed Quietway Cycle Route Upgrade scheme and around 40% did not support
the scheme, with the remaining approximately 10% not expressing an opinion.

Following consideration of comments received during the consultation and the
Stage 1 Road Safety Audit, it is recommended that the scheme should be
implemented with the amendments. The revised scheme includes the following
changes:

Proposed parallel crossing will be realigned at Junction 1 (Kendal Road) as close
as desire line.

Share space at Junction 3 (Lydford Road) northeast corner footway will be limited
next to carriageway. Short section of segregated cycle track to be provided on
Chatsworth Road east of Lydford Road. Existing planter and footway next to
private properties is excluded as share space.

Proposed footway widening and road marking to be adjusted to response to traffic
movement and drainage.

No overtake vehicles and double white line to be proposed at Park Avenue under
the railway bridge to enhance road safety.

EQUALITIES ANALYSIS

Out of 144 questionnaires returned within the consultation area, 99 respondents
had completed either all or part of the equality monitoring questionnaire.

The total number for each question may not be the same as the total responded
as some respondents have not answered every question. A breakdown of the
equality data is shown below along with a commentary on any significant variations
to the average demographic profile for the affected wards.

What is your ethnicity?

Asian or
Asian
British

Black or Mixed White or Other Ethnic  Prefer not
Black British Background White British Background to say

Table 9 — Responses to “What is your ethnicity?”

-Page 16 of 19-



Do you consider
yourself to be What is your gender? What is your sexual orientation?

disabled?

Prefer Prefer
Yes [\ [o) notto | Female Male not to
say say

Bisexual
Gay Woman
or Lesbian
Heterosexual
or straight
Prefer not to

Table 10 — Responses to “Do you consider yourself to be disabled?”, “What is your
gender?” and “What is your sexual orientation?”

Is your gender identity different to the sex you were assumed to be at birth?

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

Table 11 — Responses to “Is your gender identity different to the sex you were assumed
to be at birth?”

What is your religion or belief?

No Religion
or Belief
Buddhist
Christian

Prefer not

What is your age group?

0-15 16-24 ‘ 25— 34 ‘35-44 45-54 55-65 65+  Prefer not to Say

Table 13 — Responses to “What is your age group?”
5.1.3 Overall, the equality analysis indicates that the diversity profile of respondents to

the consultation does not vary significantly from the Brondesbury Park ward,
Cricklewood & Mapesbury ward and Willesden Green ward profile.
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5.2 Project Equalities Analysis

Protected

Characteristic

& Positive

Age

& Neutral

Negative

Comments

Mitigation if
required

Disability

Gender reassignment

Pregnancy and
maternity

Race

Religion or belief

Sex

Sexual orientation

The scheme will improve the
. N/A
environment for all road users.
X X The s_cheme_ y\(lll provide improved N/A
crossing facilities.
X No reason to believe this group will be N/A
disproportionally affected
No reason to believe this group will be
X . . N/A
disproportionally affected
No reason to believe this group will be
X . . N/A
disproportionally affected
X No reason to believe this group will be N/A
disproportionally affected
X No reason to believe this group will be N/A
disproportionally affected
No reason to believe this group will be
X . . N/A
disproportionally affected

Table 14 — Project Equality Analysis

5.2.1 The equality analysis above does not consider that the scheme would have an
adverse effect on groups with protected characteristics.

6.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

6.1.1

The scheme will be funded by TfL Cycle Network Development (CND) grant

funding for 2025/26 and Brent Council NCIL Public Realm Improvement
Programme as approved in the September 2025 Cabinet Report. A total of £55,000
has been allocated from The TfL CND programme for feasibility design and
construction this financial year and up to £200,000 is available from Brent NCIL .
The estimate cost for the implementation of the scheme is in the region of
£200,000. The funding allocation is therefore adequate to deliver the scheme.

7.0 RECOMMENDATION

7.1 The Head of Healthy Streets and Parking is recommended to progress with
implementation of the scheme subject as consulted on with the following

amendments:

e Parallel crossing at Junction 1 (Kendal Road) relocated closer to pedestrian

desire line.

e Shared space at Junction 3 (Lydford Road) northeast corner footway will be
limited next to carriageway. Short section of segregated cycle track to be
provided on Chatsworth Road east of Lydford Road.

e Proposed footway widening and road markings to be adjusted to response
to traffic movement and drainage.

e Double white line road marking (no overtaking) to be proposed at Park
Avenue under the railway bridge to enhance road safety.
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7.2  Also, to proceed with the advertising of the Traffic Management Notices necessary
to implement the new parallel zebra crossings and traffic calming features along
the route proposed in the consultation and subject to the consideration of any
representations received to the traffic order consultation, approve the
implementation of the proposed scheme.

8 APPENDICIES

Appendix A — Consultation plan

Appendix B — Road Safety Audit Stage 1 Report
Appendix C — Consultation documents
Appendix D — Consultation response summary

Local Government Act 1972 — Access to Information

The following items were used in the preparation of the report:
e Consultation responses and analysis

The above documents may be inspected / copied by contacting:

Contact Officer: Richard Wong

Healthy Streets and Parking
Email: Healthystreets&parking@brent.gov.uk

AGREED / REJECTED

Signed:
Date: 18 February 2026

Sandor Fazekas
HEAD OF HEALTHY STREETS AND PARKING

-Page 19 of 19-



Appendix A

Consultation plan




GLADSTONE
PARK

5
T PAULS AVEN 5

Junction 1:
Anson Road
Kendal Road

/ Park Avenue North /

Junction 2:

St Pauls Avenue

IChatsworth Road / Walm Lane /

WILLESDEN |/
GREEN STATION

Junction 3:

IChatsworth Road / Lydford Road

KILBURN
STATION -

Junction 4:

Chatsworth Road / Mapesbury Road

MAPESBURY ROAD

Reprodiced frem Ordnance Survey mappng dat| wifh he permissen of fhe Controlles af fer Majesty's Stationery’Defice ic} Lroun Capyright -Unguthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may Lead fo/prosevition o tredl praceedings

Londen Boreugh of Srent, WO025240, 2920

(@)
D) Brent

KEY

= Quietway 3
Proposed junction
improvement

London Borough of Bremt
Environmental & Neighbourhood Services
Highways and Traffic Design
Brent Civic Centre, Engineers Way
Wembley, Middlesex, HA9 OF]

Job Title

QUIETWAY 3 UPGRADE

Drawing Title

OVERVIEW
Scale Designed RW

1:6000 Drawn RW

Date created Checked AS
06/06/2025 Approved AS
Drawing No. 01 Rev. -

[CAD Ref.




Existing pedestrian refuge
island to be replaced with
Parallel Zebra crossing (for use
by pedestrians and cyclists)

Revise vehicular access for

Gladstone Park (authorised
/ vehicles only)

Regroduced from Ordnance Survey mapping data with the permissian of the Controller of Her Mojesty's Stabinery Office ich Crewn Copyright Unoulhorised repreduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead fo proserution or crvil proceetings

Londen Boreugh of Brent, WO0252¢0, 2020

% Brent

KEY

= Proposed kerb

= Proposed dropped kerb)|

= Proposed road marking
B Proposed tactile (red)
® Proposed bollard

Proposed removable
bollard

Pedestrian / cyclist
shared space

= Footway extension
mw Raised table extension
Existing kerb
Existing traffic island
to be retained
Existing raised speed
table to be retained

London Borough of Brent
Environmental & Neighbourhood Services
Highways and Traffic Design
Brent Civie Centre, Engineers Way
Wembley, Middlesex, HA® OF1

Job Title

QUIETWAY 3 UPGRADE

Drawing Title

JUNCTION 1

ANSON ROAD /

PARK AVENUE NORTH /

KENDAL ROAD

Scale Designed RW
1:250 Drawn RW

Date created Checked AS

06/06/2025 Approved AS

Drawing No. 02 Rev. -

[CAD Ref.




Existing Zebra Crossing converted
to Parallel Zebra Crossing (for use

% Brent

KEY

= Proposed kerb

= Proposed dropped kerb)|

= Proposed road marking
B Proposed tactile (red)
® Proposed bollard

Proposed removable
bollard

Pedestrian / cyclist
shared space

= Footway extension
mw Raised table extension
Existing kerb
Existing traffic island
to be retained
Existing raised speed
table to be retained

[}

London Borough of Brent
Environmental & Neighbourhood Services
Highways and Traffic Design
Brent Civie Centre, Engineers Way
Wembley, Middlesex, HA9 OF]

Footway widened and converted
to share use space for
pedestrians and cyclists

Job Title
QUIETWAY 3 UPGRADE

by Pedestrians and Cyclists)

Londen Borgugh of Brent, WO0252¢0. 2920

Regroduced from Ordnance Survey mapping data with the permissian of the Controller of Her Mojesty's Statinery.Office ich Crewn Copyright Uneulhorised. reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and. may leag to proserition or crvil proceedings

Drawing Title

JUNCTION 2

CHATSWORTH ROAD f

WALM LANE / ST PAULS AVENUE

Scale Designed RW
1:250 Drawn RW
Date created Checked AS
06/06/2025 Approved AS
Drawing No. 03 Rev. -

[CAD Ref.




Existing Zebra Crossing converted
to Parallel Zebra Crossing (for use
by Pedestrians and Cyclists)

Y
e
L
v -
Footway widened and
L converted to share use space
for pedestrians and cyclists
FReproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping data with the permissian of fhe Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office ich Crown Capyright.  Unauthorised reproguction infringas Crown Copyright and may Lead to prosetution or crvil proceedings

Londen Boreugh of Brent, WO0252¢0, 2020

@8 Brent

KEY

= Proposed kerb

= Proposed dropped kerb)|

= Proposed road marking
B Proposed tactile (red)
® Proposed bollard

Proposed removable
bollard

Pedestrian / cyclist
shared space

= Footway extension
mw Raised table extension
Existing kerb
Existing traffic island
to be retained
Existing raised speed
table to be retained

[}

London Borough of Brent
Environmental & Neighbourhood Services
Highways and Traffic Design
Brent Civie Centre, Engineers Way
Wembley, Middlesex, HA9 OF]

Job Title

QUIETWAY 3 UPGRADE

Drawing Title

JUNCTION 3

CHATSWORTH ROAD /

LYDFORD ROAD

Scale Designed RW
1:250 Drawn RW

Date created Checked AS

06/06/2025 Approved AS

Drawing No. 04 Rev. -

[CAD Ref.




Existing pedestrian refuge
island to be replaced with
Parallel Zebra crossing (for use
by pedestrians and cyclists)

Footway widened and
converted to share use
space for pedestrians and
cyclists

o
>
o
2
(an]
w
L
o
<

M

Regroduced from Ordnance Survey mapping data with the permissian of the Confroller of Her Mojesty's Statinery Office ic} Crewn Copyright Unoulhorised reproduction infringes [rown Copyright ond may lead fo prosetstion or civil proceetings
Londen Boreugh of Brent, WO0252¢0, 2020

% Brent

KEY

= Proposed kerb

= Proposed dropped kerb)|

= Proposed road marking
B Proposed tactile (red)
® Proposed bollard

Proposed removable
bollard

Pedestrian / cyclist
shared space

= Footway extension
mw Raised table extension
Existing kerb

Existing traffic island
to be retained

Existing raised speed
table to be retained

[}

London Borough of Brent
Environmental & Neighbourhood Services
Highways and Traffic Design
Brent Civie Centre, Engineers Way
Wembley, Middlesex, HA9 OF]

Job Title

QUIETWAY 3 UPGRADE

Drawing Title

JUNCTION 4

CHATSWORTH ROAD /

MAPESBURY ROAD

Scale Designed RW
1:250 Drawn RW

Date created Checked AS

06/06/2025 Approved AS

Drawing No. 04 Rev. -

[CAD Ref.




Appendix B
Road Safety Audit Stage 1 Report




Appendix C

Consultation documents




Our ref: 2526 TfL18
Date: July 2025

Public Consultation

Quietway 3 Cycle Route Upgrade

What is this consultation about?

This document outlines proposals to upgrade the existing Quietway 3 Cycle Route with runs from
from Gladstone Park fo Kilburn High Road. Please read through the information in this document
and then complete and return the enclosed questionnaire - postage is free. Altematively this
document is also available for completion online at htips.//haveyoursay brent.gov.uk. Only
responses from within the consultation area will be considered. The closing date for the return of
the questionnaire is: 8 August 2025.

Why are we proposing changes?

In 2018, Brent Council intfroduced a new cycle route called Quietway 3 which runs between
Gladstone Park and Kilburn High Road along Park Avenue, St. Paul's Avenue and Chatsworth
Road. In line with Transport for London (TfL) guidance, we are now reviewing the route in
accordance with the New Cycle Route Quality Criteria with the aim to rebrand the route as a
Cycleway going forwards.

Following a detailed review and study of the existing conditions on Quietway 3, proposals have
been developed to help improve and enhance existing pedestrian and cycling facilities at the
following junctions:

* Anson Road / Park Avenue North / Kendal Road (Junction 1)

* Chatsworth Road / Walm Lane / St Pauls Avenue (Junction 2)

* Chatsworth Road / Lydford Road (Junction 3)

s Chatsworth Road / Mapesbury Road (Juncfion 4)

What are the proposed improvements?
The route of the existing Quietway 3 cycle route and the proposed changes junctions 1-4 are
shown graphically in the attached drawings and are summarised as follows:

« Existing uncontrolled crossings or Zebra crossings at each junction to be replaced with
Parallel Zebra crossings (for use by pedestrians and cyclists).

» Existing footways widened and converted to share use space at the side of new crossings
for use by pedestrians and cyclists.

« [Existing raised speed tables lengthened where necessary to accommodate new crossings.

s New Cycleway wayfinding road markings and upright signs alang route.

Please see the back of this document for further details on how to respond to this consultation.

Healthy Streets and Parking Team



M 5 |8 We are consulting residents and businesses who
0 s O ¢1 directly front the proposed cycle route shown in yellow
on the map below.
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Your views are important to us

Only the questionnaire issued by the | Please complete the enclosed | All properties within
Council should be used to respond to | questionnaire and returmn itin | the consultation area
this consultation and no photocopies the Freepost envelope are shown on the
will be considered. provided to: above plan. Local
Alternatively this document is also London Borough of Brent groups, Statutory
available for completion online at Healthy Streets and Parking Authorities, the
https://haveyoursay.brent.gov.uk/ Civic Centre Emergency Services
responses from within the Engineers Way and Ward Councillors
consultation area only will be Wembley, Middlesex are also being
considered. HA9 OFJ consulted.

Your response is protected as required by the Data Protection Act and will not be identified.

If you would like further information, then please contact:

Richard Wong Paulette Weekes
Healthystreets&parkina@brent.gov.uk | Healthystreets&parking@brent.gov.uk
Senior Engineer Consultation Officer
Healthy Streets and Parking Healthy Streets and Parking
London Borough of Brent London Borough of Brent

Brent Building a better borough TransPort

for London



Translation Request

We want all of our customers to be able to understand the information we provide. If vou need to recerve
this information 1n your own language or in an alternative format (e g large print, Braille), please contact
the Consultation Officer on 020 8937 5230 ENGLISH
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TAMIL

Queremos que nossos clientes entendam todas as informacoes que fornecemos. Se precisarem
receber essa informacao em seu proprio idioma ou em outro formato (ex: letras maiores Ou
Braille) por favor contate o funcionario de consulta no Telefone 020 8937 5230
Portuguese

Chcemy, aby wszyscy nasi klienci byli w stanie zrozumiec przedstawiane przez nas informacje. Jesli
potrzebuje Pan(i) uzyskac te informacje w swoim jezyku lub w innej formie (np. duzg czcionka,
alfabetem Braille’a), prosimy skontaktowac sie z urzednikiem ds. konsultagji Consultation Officer pod
numerem 020 8937 5230.

POLISH
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Our Ref: 2526 TfL18
Date: July 2025

@ Questionnaire
L Bre nt Quietway 3 Cycle Route Upgrade

Dear Sir or Madam,

Your views are important to us - please therefore take the time to read and respond.
The information you provide will be treated confidentially and will be used solely by the London
Borough of Brent.

Sending back this form

Please complete this questionnaire and return it in the FREEPOST envelope enclosed, to reach
us by 8 August 2025. Alternatively, post it to London Borough of Brent, Healthy Streets and
Parking, Civic Centre, Engineers Way, Wembley, Middlesex, HA9 OFJ.

Details on-line

This consultation document will be available on our website. Please go to
https://haveyoursay.brent.gov.uk Results will generally be available within one month of the
closing date.

Only one reply per household or business will be accepted.

Healthy Streets and Parking Team

If you require this document in larger print, please call
020 8937 5230

Transport
Brent Building a better borough for London



1. Do you agree with the proposed improvement on Anson Road / Park Avenue North /
Kendal Road junction (Junction 1)?

Yes D No D No Opinion |:|

2. Do you agree with the proposed improvement on Chatsworth Road / Walm Lane / St
Pauls Avenue (Junction 2)7?

Yes D No |:| No Opinion D

3. Do you agree with the proposed improvement on Chatsworth Road / Lydford Road
(Junction 3)?

Yes |:| No D No Opinion D

4. Do you agree with the proposed improvement on Chatsworth Road / Mapesbury Road
(Junction 4)?

Yes [ | No [ ] No Opinion [ ]




Privacy statement

You are providing your information to Brent Council, Healthy Streets and Parking
Department.

The Council's Data Protection Officer can be contacted via dpo@brent.qov.uk or
020 8937 1402.

Your information is collected for the purpose of analysis, as required to fulfil the
council's duties under the statutory consultation process.

The information will be shared within Brent Council for consultation analysis only
and used by the Healthy Street and Parking Department to gain insight in to the
opinions of those consulted. The information shall be retained for 7 years and
shall be processed in adherence to your legal rights, including but not limited to
the right to withdraw consent, right to copies of your information and right to be
forgotten. You have a right to lodge a complaint with the Information
Commissioner's Office (www.ico.org.uk).

Further information can be found at www.brent.gov.uk/privacy

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
If you require any additional information or would like further explanation

Please contact Richard Wong by emailing Healthystreets&parking@brent.gov.uk



Appendix D

Consultation Response Summary

Road Name

Comments

Within the
consultation area

No real tangible benefit to cyclist or e-bikes rather creating more
danger for old people kids and parents with pushchairs and prams
We do not believe this is the best use of public money, especially
when in Chatworth Rd there is very poor lighting (so improvements
there are much needed) making the area unsafe to walk when the sun
is down. There is also a lot of drug dealing in the area which has been
raised repeatedly by the residents in many forums and we do believe
that tackling crime is more important.

We believe this creates a dangerous situation for pedestrians, who far
outnumber cyclists in the area and include frail elderly people as well
as young children.We also do not believe that this is value for money.
Instead of spending the money in projects that do not add value, the
council should spend the money in make our roads safer as there has
been extensive drug use and selling/ buying during the day and night.
We should invest the momey in increasing the lights in chatsworth road
so at least it will be safer to walk at night and maybe deter the drug
using.

Total waste of money. Get rid of all the drug dealers and users instead
Total waste of money

It's not safe for pedestrians, elderly, those with kids/babies or walking
dogs. | strongly oppose the suggested changes. It’s not safe. We don’t
want to have to look out for electric bikes on the pavements!

Car drivers also need to be made aware of how the parallel zebra
crossings work. As a cyclist, cars don't usually stop when | am waiting
by them.

Local residents believe this creates a dangerous situation for
pedestrians, who far outnumber cyclists in the area and include frail
elderly people as well as young children

More CCTV installed on Chatsworth Rd to catch car thieft please

Lets make Brent greener and friendly to pedestrians and cyclists
These areas should favour pedestrians. The pavements (particularly
on the stretch of Chatsworth Road between Mapesbury Road and
Christchurch Avenue) is in extremely poor condition and any available
funds should be applied towards improving this pavement.

If improvements are made please complete the works in a timely
manner

It is dangerous to have a shared space for pedestrians and cyclists.
While | agree we need improvement to all junctions above - the
pedestrian area needs to be clearly separate from cyclists.

| agree with proposals but can council afford it? If the no risk to council
finances it should go ahead. Be mindful of Birminghams ill fated cycle
routes that backrupt the council

There are great proposals but can brent council affor them?

Great idea. Affordable?

| have concerns about the affectiveness and proirisation of this plan as
in my experience as a local resident and homeowner most cyclists in
the area routinely ignore existing traffic rules and | have very strong
doubts that they will go out of their way to use designated cycle
crossings. Given the significant cost such upgrades may entail i
believe tax payer funds can be better directed towards services or
upgrades that address more broadly felt community needs, such as
improvements to the underside of the Kiburn Station Bridge which is
always full of pigeons and the pavements are always filthy. | urge the




council to consider whether this investment in cycling infrastructure is
the best use of resourses

As a keen cyclist | do not see the value of the proposed changes. They
will cost a lot of money for no clear gain. | would not use the new
pathways and they will put vulnerable pedestrians at risk. Stop this
scheme now!

Mixing cyclists and pedestrians endangers vulnerable pedestrians and
children. Cyclists often do not respect the rules - our family has had
near misses with cyclists several times in the area

Cyclist and pedestrians sharing pavements is a terrible idea.
Dangerous for elderly and disabled and young children

#4 especially as there is a school on that road and the adjascent road
with a nursery

Until cyclists obey the highway code, have insurance, wear helmets
and give way to cars and pedestrians. No more of Brents precious
monetary resources should be spent on making our lives a misery on
the roads.

This is a great idea to focus on cyles not cars. Can you next put a
proper cycle path on Kilburn High Rd

These proposals are unnecessary. Cyclists, myself included have
ample use of the road. Persons using the footpaths will be impeded by
cyclists where they should be only using the road. People using
wheelchairs and parents with buggies and children will be vulnerable
to accidents when confronted on the footpaths by cyclists. Narrowing
access at all the proposed area will increase the likelihood of motor
vehicles colliding with pedestrians.

| am a cyclist who uses route this is a waste of money, and will not be
used by responsible cyclist. It will alos encorage iresposible cyclist to
cycle on pavement

Most of the cyclists are very welcome on Chatworth Rd and | am
pleased about the introduction of specialist crossings for them. | am
concerned about your proposal for the junctions, 1. Pedestrians need
the right of way near and at the crossings at all four junctions. Cyclists
should not be able to come onto this part of the pavement. 2. | use a
motorised mobility scooter which is quite low and people on their
phones dont see me. Your plans give cyclists the right to come onto
the pavements up to the pedestrian crossing. The cyclists coming
quickly round a corner may not see me and would be quite
intimidating. Do cyclists have the right to ride across a pedestrian
zebra crossing? Many of them will do so. Some motorised bicycles and
motor bikes travel along our road at over 30mph. Even some pedal
bikes exceed the speed limit. My husband is 95 and still enjoys walking
but some bikes are intimidating when he is trying to cross the road.
There is no way of identifying these speedsters.

Cyclicists and pedestrians sharing the same space is a very bad idea.
Previous encroachment on Chatsworth Rd have increased traffic wait
times and the proposals will increase such wait times and congestion
yet further

The pavement is more important, more people walk then cycle, make it
safe for them first. Its crazy, have you even seen the state of the
pavement on Chatsworth Road, not been renewed for 40 years plus!
Chatworth Rd very busy residential street with permit parking usually
full. Cycle lanes will help cyclings but will increase people/car/cycle
volumes and congestion

Leave well alone: not another penny should be spent on a scheme
which is used 80% by delivery riders. Cyclists do what they want and
do not obey rules/most do not have a bell. Cyclists will not use a
crossing allotted to them: they could use the crossing at Walm Lane
but they don't. Cyclists do not share space with anyone. This has all be
thought out at a desk without site visits or considering of practicalities.
This is a crazy proposal. Cyclists should not use the pavements ever.
We have a lot of local parents walking their children and sharing the
pavement even if widened is an accident waiting to happen. This will




also encourage cyclist to use the pavement for longer stretches of the
above roads. This is a complete waste of taxpayers money

Dangerous for pedestrians.

Whilst | have no problem allowing cyclists to use the path, it is my
understanding that electric scooters used at speed will also be using it,
posing a threat to pedestrians, cyclists and motorists alike; not to
mention highway safety and threat to number of elderly people who
actually use Chatsworth Road.

Chatsworth Rd is a quiet wide road and is safet for cyclists as it is. The
is no need to dig it up aagain and have more road works. In the past
year it has been dug up and closed off for months by Thames Water
and 3 different broadband suppliers. The irony in the name of
Quietway but proposing huge roadworks is crazy

No consideration has been given to young children and old people in
the area or to mothers with prams. It's a very busy and difficult
intersection with Lydford Rd especially for pedestrians and now this
would add another layer of complexity. The bikes currently use
Chatsworth Rd without any apparent difficultly - they just have to wait a
short while for a gap in traffic.

This will be unsafe for pedestrians young and old especially with the
now fast electric bikes that are often used and are extremely
dangerous.

Cyclists have no respect for pedestrians. Having a system where
cyclist are using the same area as pedestrians is a recipe for disaster.
There will be many accidents and brent council will be sued.

How can this be even approved when it will cause havoc to residents
and pedestrians on Chatsworth road. | am not agreeing to this cycling
quietway to be implemented along Chatsworth Road.

The junction at Chatsworth Rd/ Lydford Rd is already extremely narrow
for traffic, causing cars to cut off the corner/ go onto the pavement.
Extending it further will exacerbate this issue. It is however, quiet and
wide enough for cyclists with the option to get off and cross over the
zebra on foot if there is too much traffic to just cycle straight across
(only happens 2x a day in the morning and evening rush hour). More
importantly, shared use space for cyclists and pedestrians is
DANGEROUS. There are too many cyclists who do not understand the
highway code or ride responsiblity. This situation has been signficantly
worsened because of the use of e-bikes, which are wonderfully
convenient but used without controls by children, teenagers and adults
who have no road sense. Until helmets and some sort of licence to
demonstrate road safety are mandatory | do not support any further
developments for cycling. Primarily because of the use of e-bikes and
the speed of these and also regular cyclists which means that
pedestrians are at risk. Finally, many many more pedestrians use the
pavements than cyclists so as a side comment, why on earth isn't work
being done to sort out the pavements on Chatsworth Road. We see on
average one serious fall a year outside our house - with a literny of
badly grazed knees and elbows (mother with baby in a sling who
protected herself to save the baby), runner with head injury that
required stitches and 24h monitoring of concussion (as advised by
A&E), older woman who broke her wrist... when is something going to
be done to make things safer for pedestrians rather than increasing
risk to them of being hit by a bicycle? Finally, finally, | am a cyclist, but
| also drive so | cycle respectfully and in full knowledge of the highway
code. I'm afraid this can't be said of a small minority of pedal cyclists
and a large majority of e-bike users (which is why | oppose this
proposal so vehemently.

Shared pavements for pedestrians and bikes are a hazard to children,
the elderly and dogs. Very bad idea as cyclists go full pelt and don’t
respect other road users frequently.

| support encouraging more cycling and safer cycle routes. However
the proposals for junction 2 and 3 around Chatsworth are very unsafe.
Especially J3 there is a very heavy volume of pedestrians, some with




disabilities, some with buggies. There is also a huge number of bikes,
private, lime, forest, delivery scooters and bikes. A shared
pedestrian/cycle lane on the corner of Lydford/Chatworth is very
dangerous. There will be accidents, pedestrians and bikes crossing
lanes etc. | know of people badly injured in similar arrangements.
Electric bikes are very heavy. Riders are not always competent or
careful. J2 also has a heavy volume of pedestrians/bikes plus
cars/buses/lorries on Walm Lane. The exit from Chatsworth Rd to
Walm Lane is already narrow and peppered with delivery
scooters/bikes. Junc 1 & 4 will have similar issues though may not be
so heavily used.

The neighbourhood could benefit from regular street cleanups, more
green and rest areas such as benches. There is a lot of loitering
around St Pauls Ave and Chatsworth Rd by delivery guys. They eat
there and leave garbage. We could use public bins

Any improvements that are implemented is taking long to complete. As
it is Willesden Green is becoming very congested. It is causing a lot of
inconvenience to the public. If work is done at night to avoid
inconveniencing people who rely on transport to get to and from work.
It so chaotic when road works takes forever to complete. So i dont
really agree with the idea of improvements. | am sure that time can be
put for more important issues

| know this wont make a difference as you're going ahead with the plan
anyway. However, I'd rather you pay our taxes - increasing taxes - on
fixing potholes and pavements so we can walk, cycle and drive without
risk to our safety. Trees pulling

As a resident of this area it seems that this proposal will make it unsafe
for children, older people, prams and all other pedestrians who use
these areas daily. | worry in particular for small children and older
members and feel that this change will make those junctures hostile
and possibly life threatening to the youngest, oldest and most
vulnerable in our community.

Christchurch Ave should not have a junction with Chatsworth Rd, as
Christchurch Ave to Kilburn Station is narrow with ecvp, taxi parking
and the tube station traffic. Chatsworth Rd is a cycle zone so leave it

| have seen lots and lots of cycle lanes which cause more traffic jams
and more pollution and | think make the roads even more unsafe for all
road users, vehicles, cycles and pedestrians

It is very encouraging to see improvements which prioritse active
transport and as a resident directly on one of the crossings | strongly
endorse this approach. However | wish to point out the following safety
considerations - 1. Vehicle traffic approaching the new crossings may
have little time to observe cyclists approaching. Physical traffic calming
measures (e.g. road narrowing, speed bumps, not just paint) seem
essential to reduce the risk of collisions. 2. Pedestrians are vulnerable
to cyclists, not just cars: | am therefore concerned that shared space
around junctions will put pedestrians at risk. As someone who walks
through one such junction several times a day i express my strong
view that cycle and foot traffic must be separated into physically-
divided lanes. If this is impossible the pavement, cyclists should be
kept in the road and prioritise them over vehicles.

| believe every improvements is good as long as the intentions are
good

The above junctions already adequate for pedestrians or cyclist. The
proposed widening is an unnecessary use of council funds as well as
unnecessary disruption of existing traffic

Each of the junction proposals for Quietway 3 cycle route from
Gladstone Pk to K.H. Road include an are of pedestrian /cyclist shared
space. From experience elsewhere, | consider this to be dangerous for
pedestrians, especially older people and children as bikes come up
behind you, often at a speed, which can require a quick reaction from
the pedestrian. Despite clear marking on the ground cyclists seems to
think they have priority. So i am not happy at all with the proposals - |




am a regular walker in the area - to the station to the park, to the Walm
Lane shops and | am nervous about these shared areas. Also junction
3 has a very nice flower bed which i guess will be gotten rid of for the
pedestrian/Cyclist shared space. Another disadvantage of the scheme
I do not object to replacing kerbs by dropped kerbs but | strongly object
to cyclings sharing space with pedestrians. | am already terrorised by
irresponsible cyclists, when crossing roads. | do not want the
experience to be extended to pavement areas.

| do not agree with cyclists and pedestrians sharing pavement space.
Far too many cyclists are reckless and don’t take care of pedestrians
as they cycle on pavements. Cycling across pedestrian crossing when
red lights are showing. They park ebikes in the middle of the pavement
showing no consideration for pedestrians. | dont mid them having thier
own crossing but they are too reckless to share space with pedestrians
Its already difficult to get around in London. This will make it worse. Pls
do not change.

| believe that those improvements are crucial for roads to be more
cycling friendly and more improvements will increase cycle ways will
be kindly received

| am a regular cyclist down this route as | often cycle from Willesden
Green to West Hampstead. Although the route is usually very calm and
I've never had any issues, | still very much welcome the improvement.
Thank you for all your help.

| propose additional zebra crossing between St Pauls Av and Chapter
Rd. It would greatly improved cycling traffic not aiming for Gladstone
Park but for the rest of Willesden Green.

Concerns about disturbance to what is now a quiet and safe
neighbourhood. As owner of a property along the road | do not prefer
people cycling across front side of my house. The proposed would
likely cause noise and safety issues

Road surface on St Pauls Ave could be improved for cyclists. It is very
rough and bumpy at present

How long will these improvements take? | would understand necessity
but these road works interfere with public transportation conveniences
| put no opinion in this questionnaire because of my lack of knowledge
in road design and safety but | trust that the road safety authorities
make the necessary changes/improvements for the safety of drivers
pedestrians and residents. Anything to enhance roads, residential
safety is fully supported

Cycling lanes currently present a hazard for cyclists and residents who
park in their vehicles in driveways. In the morning it is almost
impossible to drive out of driveway as pedestrians cross, cyclist and
vans or cars passing by. Cyucling lanes should be re-allocated on
more quiet sreets. And therefore public money should not be spent on
improvements of junctions.

You have not explained any changes to the roads involved such as
cycle lanes and bollards, other than the zebra crossing changes
detailed. Cycle traffic on these routes is adequately provisioned at
present. Do not agree. Please use the funds that will be wasted on
this scheme on cleaner streets

Nowhere on this map provided is the busiest intersection at the
junction of Rutland Pk and Chatsworth Rd shown. In fact Rutland Park
isnt highlighted at all but for years there has been a block to car traffic
here. It used to be a gate which was removed for benefit and cyclists
but has since been used by cars not bollards nor the current camera
trap has stopped the flow. My flat is parallel to this bnot at 90 degrees
as usual therefore the noise from vans, cars and motorcylists can be
unbearable. This camera trap yards away from the Walm Lane and
Chatsworth junction would be even more ignored if more traffic calming
or quiet ways were introduced. | have had to deal with 100% more
noise since the quiet way and bicycle friendly system was introduced.
1. Please revise your maps for the stretch of road between Lydford
and Walm Lane. 2. The current one enclosed does not show the




narrowing of Chatsworth at the corner of Rutland Park. In fact Rutland
Park is not highlighted anywhere. 3. The camera trap at this point
increase traffic through Rutland Park. Cars are not always dissuaded
by the signs. 4. The noise from motorcyclists roaring through here (not
a quietway then) They sometimes mount the pavement. 5.
Encouraging cyclists and pedestrians to use same space is
v.dangerous. Perhaps the council will foot the medical expenses for
every OAP and disabled person who is mowed down by inconsiderate
cyclists

Supporting more and safer cycling is an important goal! It is one of the
most effective (and cheapest) ways to improve quality of life,
congestion and pollution. The improvements suggested here are
welcome, but small, changes. | would encourage you to be bolder and
extent the cycle network and create more and safer cycle lanes.

| object to footways being widened etc for shared space for
pedestrians and cyclist at question 2,3,4. That is junct 2,3, and 4.
Pedestrians, seniors and also adults transporting children on foot or in
buggies far too dangerous. Cyclist will move at higher speed out of
parallel zebra crossing than pedestrians. Not a compatible mix.
Unsafe.

Better cyclist awareness for car drivers is always welcomed. Hopefully
these improvements will enhance cyclist safety and visibility on the
street. That route, most of it, is part of my daily commute to work and
especially the crossing between St Pauls Ave , Walm Lane and
Chatworth can be chaotic

None of these proposals are improvements. Given the existing level of
problems with cyclists and cycles | am appalled that Brent is proposing
to give cyclists more freedom to interfere with pedestrians and to
increase risk to pedestrians on a totally unacceptable scale.
Pedestrians are already harrassed by many (not all) cyclists on
footpaths. The level of crime is already high and scarily so in Willesden
Green. The council does nothing to protect pedestrians from cyclists
now why make things more diffcult for us.

What are cyclists meant to do following the crossing? The
path/pavements are too narrow to accommodate pedestrians and
cyclists. After the footway is widened it seems that the path
themselves will continue as narrow as they currently are. This may
only encourage cyclists to be on pavements which could be dangerous
given their size

Thank you for involving local resident in this decision making process
out of the 4 proposals put forward our interests mainly focus on what
has been proposed. For St Pauls Ave and to the immediate
surroundings St Paul Ave is rather straight and narrow, 90% of the
houses are converted into bedsits with many young families with
children. At present the road is being as a race track. Young/old
drivers use the road to speed. The road is not wide and at times
drivers of cars find it rather difficult to drive in the opposite direction.
Cars can barely turn right or left from Walm Lane. There is no room for
2 cars to enter St Pauls Ave. 2. This creates a back log of traffic
including most importantly buses (delaying their timetable). 3. The
entry exit Walm lane and St Pauls was narrowed 2016 creating point
2.comment. 4. Willesden Green is becoming increasingly dilapadated
with homeless people and empty shops - driving out businesses is not
a way to increase revenue for the local shops. Having lived in St Paul
Ave for 9 years its a quiet road already and ideal for cyclists so
increasing pedestrians area and slowing traffic through congestion is
not a viable idea

| agree with all of the proposed amendments at each junction. As
somebody who enjoys going on walks around the neighbourhood
particularly between St Pauls Ave in each direction towards the park or
Kilburn I think controlled crossings will be a great improvement. | have
witnessed drivers fail to stop at the zebra crossing will be a great
improvement. | have witnessed drivers fail to stop at the crossing




currently in place multiple times so am hopeful that controlled
crossings and widened footpaths will help pedestrians and cyclist feel
safer at these junctions. | am also hopeful that encouraging cycling
through accessibility and safety improvements in this way will improve
the overall feeling around the area. Particularly along St Pauls Ave
between the tube line and the road it would be rightly more peaceful to
increase bicycle use. Thank you for the consultation

Especially in agreement with no 2 as a resident of St Pauls. Traffic in
the area is increasingly busy and dangerous. Thames water has
blocked all traffic on St Pauls Ave and it has been wonderful. Noise
and air pollution has been at an all time low and the neighbourhood
has become safer. Please continue to reduce and slow traffic inour
area. The more people friendly our area is the more it can thrive

100% in favour of your plans for all 3 junctions and the idea of working
in stages until modern cycleway standards can be fully met. | hope this
first of the plan succeeds but | am afraid that even with the better
junctions you are likely to miss the opportunithy of encouraging more
people to use the route unless St Pauls Ave is improved at the same
time.

The NW2 5TG end of St Pauls Avenue could do with some rethinking -
- removal of the obsolete railings, best positioning of a pedestrian
crossing route (dropped kerbs) and re-assessment of the double-
yellow-lines/parking spaces arrangement.

We strongly oppose the proposed Quietway 3 Cycle Route upgrade
that runs immediately outside our shop at 35 Walm Lane (corner of St
Pauls Avenue). The proposed shared space is right outside one of the
access entrances to our shop. This access door is regularly used by
our staff with trolleys for incoming and outgoing deliveries at various
times during the day. This makes it extremely dangerous for both
cyclists and our staff due to the high likelihood of collisions.

As a cyclist | have used these route regurlarly | lived here 2 years. | am
pro-cycle lanes. However, this route already feels safe and usuable for
bikes. | believe funding would be much better put towards Walm Lane
& Lydford Rd which are too small, too congested and dangerous. As a
cyclist these routes need improved and my partner feels the same as a
driver. If the rest of the area was better made/funded this would be a
project i supported. However with the the current climate and other
issues, this feels like taxpayer mispent to me.

| think it's a good idea as it will improve the place/area and it makes
much safer for everyone crossing the pedestrian and for cyclists to
have their own pathways.

That’s very busy, roadworks won't improve it, certainly no cycling.

Outside of the
consultation area

We need separated cycle lanes between these junctions too

| agree with the development of infrastructure to benefit active travel.
However so far shared pedestrian and cyclist spaces haven't really
worked, especially with the speed and power of Lime bikes and
illegally converted electric bikes. As a daily cyclist | see a lot of near
misses from people unaware that pedestrians have priority and who
have never read the Highway Code or had any cycle training. I think it
is really dangerous to lump together pedestrians and cyclists. We need
separate protected cycle routes and junctions, and the priority of the
motor vehicles need to be reduced.

I’'m a cyclist, | cycle a cargo bike with my 6 year old in and my 9 year
old cycles her bike alongside. These proposals are useless and a
waste of money, there’s no issue along that route, so not put cyclists
and pedestrians at crossings together, it's so bad for pedestrians. All
that will happen here is lime bikes and mash up ebikes will use the
crossings and intimidate pedestrians, what needs to happen is
segregated infrastructure prioritising pedestrians then cyclists in that
order.

These improvements are the absolute BARE MINIMUM to even call
this a cycleway. | am FAR more interested in whether or not the




council would consider: Implementing a proper segregated cycle lane
with either wands and/or seperate filtering away from the cars in this
area. Failing that - Improving the actual road surface quality so that its
suitable for bikes and especially children's bikes (eg fixing potholes,
road surface improvements). How can you call this a cycleway when
its "just" a normal road?

Improving the road surface would help. Especially on St Paul's
Avenue. The current surface is lethal on a bicycle.

This is a classic case of wasting money on something because it is
someone els'es money and "If it ain't broke don't fix it." | cycle, drive
and walk and never find any problem at these junctions. Rather than
improve anything the enhancements will be ignored by both
pedestrians and cyclist because, surprisingly, the quickest route
between to points is a straight line and given that when cycling across
these junctions mainly the time- gaps between traffic easily outweight
the time there is traffic, it makes sense to cycle up to the junction and
across because the chance of doing so without needing to stop is far
greater than having to stop. By following the crossing route one has to
slow down and mess around with a Toytown style layout at mear
walking pace twisting and turning to fit in with pedestrians. Since most
cyclists are E-bikes they are highly unlikely to use the new layout and if
they do their speed will compromise pedestrian in shared spaces. The
zebra crossings work well as they are. If you must spend other peoples
money then do something useful instead like remove the zebra
crossing outside Willesden Green station and replace it with a traffic
light controlled crossing and remove the traffic island close to the bus
stop at Walm Lane/station parade so that cars and buses are not held
up by buses at the bus stop,

Great safety improvements to Q3.

These changes will make walking more dangerous. Cyclists will remain
on the pavement.

Bikes should share the roads with cars and not make use of
pavements where pedestrians are vulnerable. My daughter was hit by
a bike on a shared use pavement and as a result is wary of walking
safely on the pavement these days.

There is nothing wrong with the cycle path as it is. Why prioritise
cyclists (including heavy, fast moving electric bikes, over pedestrians
of whom there are far more including children and the elderly, who
would be put at risk. If this is taxpayers' money, it should not be wasted
on this exercise. Joint cycle/pedestrian crossings are a terrible idea.
Unsafe for pedestrians

These so-called improvements will be hazardous for pedestrians,
particularly the old and infirm; and will not be particularly helpful to
cyclists either

| feel that this is a very dangerous proposal. Firstly particularly at the
junction of Chatsworth Rd and Walm Lane - cyclists will career round
that corner where Gail's Bakery is. This is spot where typically people
congregate, especially mothers with babies in prams. At the junction at
Gladstone Park, the cyclist pavement area goes right across where
children will be coming out of the park and furthermore there is an ice-
cream van often sitting there. | have asked a London cyclist about the
route and he says he cannot imagine that leaving the road, using the
pavement, crossing at the "zebra" crossing, using the pavement again
is a safe route. And is completely unthinkable in the cases where he
would have to cross to the other side of the road (that he is travelling
along) in order to take the pavement option. | believe that blind
pedestrians are particularly at risk under this new scheme. It is a rule
that zebra crossings need to be 5 metres from a junction - the reason
being the cars turning the corner into the street with the zebra have a
chance to see and stop. But these cycle crossings are almost
immediately at the junction. This flies in the face of safety decisions
already made. A colleague of mine asked the question of you - how
many cyclists have been involved in accidents on this stretch of road?




Richard Wong's answer was that there was, in the 3 year period up to
2023, one accident involving "a car and a motorbike". Therefore the
actual answer to her question is NONE. My cyclist friend says that by
far the biggest dangers to cyclists are other cyclists and potholes.
Please spend this money more wisely by educating cyclists and filling
potholes.

Will materially lessen pedestrian safety as proposed, needs
considerably more clear paint lines to delimit where cycles are and are
not allowed

Cycle crossing should be clearly marked, not just linked with
oedestrians

There should be NO "shared use" and instead a much bolder scheme
centred on motor traffic reduction through filtered permeability should
be implemented. Design should be in accordance with LTN 1/20.

Are you aware of the current proposal to change the use of pavements
along Chatsworth Road, allowing cyclists — including those on electric
bikes — to share the pavements with pedestrians in both directions?
Local residents believe this creates a dangerous situation for
pedestrians, who far outnumber cyclists in the area and include frail
elderly people as well as young children

| often walk from Mowbray Road to friends in Chatsworth Road, and up
to shop in Willesden Green. | am also part of a gardening team looking
after the green ‘triangles’ at the junction of Chatsworth Road with
Lydford Road, and other junctions in this area. The thought of bikes,
including electric bikes, coming from all directions while | am
negotiating the pavements fills me with dread. And what about
pedestrians with mobility issues or pushing prams along and across
the streets?

These are definitely not improvements. It will make the pavements
unsafe for pedestrians. There are a number of elderly people and
parents with small children or pushing prams and if the pedestrians
have to share the pavements with bicyclrs, an increasing nimber of
which are heavy electtic bikes, often driven much too fast, there will be
a large number of accidents, a ome potentially fatal. Is this a risk you
are willing to take? A d do you want to duscredit tgr Counvil and for
councillors to risk their seats on the Ciuncil?

Too many cyclists riding on pavements already - this will encourage
cyclists to flout the law elsewhere

This is Woke gone mad. | frequently walk along the length of
Chatsworth Road and often see mothers with buggies and children
travelling the same route. To have electric cycles which travel at great
speed sharing pavement crossings with pedestrians is a recipe for
disaster. Please think again and spend the money on repairing
pavements instead.

mixing pedestrian and bikes of any kind super dangerous

| am a regular user of the Q3 route, both to cycle into central London
and taking my toddler on shorter local trips. | also regularly use parts of
the same route as a pedestrian. | strongly welcome initiatives to make
cycling in Brent safer and easier. However, | have some concerns
about the specific proposals in this consultation. First, it’s hard to tell
from the plans the proposed spacing of the new removable bollards at
the entrance to Gladstone Park. It's essential to ensure they are placed
so as to allow access for bikes towing a children’s trailer or other kinds
of larger family bikes (e.g. cargo tricycles). Our toddler trailer is 75 cm
wide. The route through Gladstone Park is important to avoid having to
cycle on Dudden Hill Lane, which is a very busy road for transporting
toddlers in trailers, and so it’s very important the park route remains
accessible to family bikes. If we couldn't use the park route using our
bike trailer, it would force us into our car for short journeys with our
children, to and from nursery etc. If the purpose is to prevent
unauthorised vehicle access to the park, you could consider additional
mechanisms such as cctv to identify mopeds illegally cutting through
the park as this will otherwise be very hard to prevent without




significantly limiting accessibility. | also have two concerns with the
design of junctions 2, 3 and 4. One concern is that the design will
encourage cyclists onto the pavement, increasing the risk of collision
with pedestrians. The risk of collision is a potential issue both in the
designated shared space at the junction and in case the new road
design encourages more cycling on pavements outside the designated
shared space — not least given that cycling on pavements is already an
issue on a number of the adjoining roads such as Kendal Road. This is
an increasing concern given the large number of fast/heavy electric
bicycles now in use. My elderly mother in law was recently knocked
down by a Lime bike cycling on the pavement outside her house on
Kendal Road, very near to the proposed "shared space". My second
concern is that the alignment means they will be difficult and
dangerous to use, particularly with slower/heavier bikes (such as when
towing a child in a trailer). For example, when travelling from St Pauls
Ave to Chatsworth Road, | would need to take a hard right across the
road at the top of the hill to get onto the pavement to access the zebra
crossing — this would have me doing an unusual manoeuvre (that
might be misunderstood or surprise motorists) directly in the way of
traffic turning down St Paul’'s Ave from Walm Lane, and | do not think it
would feel safe to do with a heavy/slow bike — for example when I'm
towing my toddler in a trailer. There are similar issues for both the
Lydford and Mapesbury Road crossings, coming in the opposite
direction. | would therefore encourage the planners to reconsider the
junction design in this scheme to identify solutions that are suitable for
family cycling and to protect pedestrians from cycles.




