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Brent Cross Cricklewood Planning Application  

(Barnet application reference C17559/08) 

 

Initial response from Brent Cyclists (London Cycling Campaign) 

 

Summary 

We believe outline planning permission should not be granted on the basis of the 

application documents and plans submitted so far, which are grossly deficient in details 

of provision for sustainable transport (cycling and walking), and offer inadequate public 

transport provision. The plans as they are will encourage increased motor vehicle use and 

impede sustainable transport, which is unacceptable. 

 

Brent Cyclists 

Brent Cyclists in the Brent group of he London Cycling Campaign. The London Cycling 

Campaign (LCC) is the voice of cycling in London, and with over 10,000 members, the 

largest urban cycling organisation in the world. We have consulted our members on this 

scheme and drawn on the accumulated experience of LCC. We have also discussed the 

scheme with Barnet Cyclists, the Barnet group of LCC, who will also be submitting a 

response. 

 

Our interest 

Our interest is in the transport and general environmental aspects of this scheme. In 

particular, we wish to use it to secure better provision for cycling in the area, along with 

better walking conditions and improved public transport, and reduced dependency on 

private motor transport. 

 

Although mostly in the borough of Barnet, the scheme overlaps into Brent at Staples 

Corner West, and directly abuts Brent at Geron Way off the A5, at the proposed new link 

road from the A5 to Brent Cross south, and at the Cricklewood Lane/A5 crossroads. 

These points give us a strong interest in the scheme. Moreover, we are very concerned to 

secure better links for cyclists cycling between Brent north of the North Circular Road 

and inner London (north-south connections), and between Brent, Barnet and Camden 

(east-west connections), These connections inevitably pass through the area of this 
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development, and are currently very poor or non-existent. Hence the scheme is of great 

importance to our members, cyclists living in Brent. 

 

Absence of the Transport Assessment 

Barnet has called for comments on the scheme by 30 May 2008. However, the Transport 

Assessment (TA) section of the application is not yet available, which makes 

commenting on the application at this stage problematic. In fact, the application of any 

consultation deadline by Barnet in advance of the appearance of the TA appears illogical 

and unreasonable.  

 

However, there is enough transport-related information in the documents that have been 

submitted so far for us to form a good impression of the thrust of the application with 

regard to transport, and there are many details of the documents submitted so far, 

particularly the Plans, on which we need to comment. 

 

General contradictions between the stated objectives and the actual plans 

While the Summary states:  

ñThe overall aim is to create a new town centre, uniting the areas north and south 

of theA406 and to stitch together the damaged fabric of this extensive urban area. 

The Development Partners will create a sustainable town centreéetc.ò 

the documents make scant mention of cycling, which we view as key to achieving a 

sustainable development. 

 

The Plans, moreover, show the development of many highway designs that appear 

generally to have been inspired by the desire to maximize motor vehicle throughput, and 

which would create almost insuperable barriers for cycling, and very poor environments 

for pedestrians, and would discourage travel in the area except by car. 

 

The documents make no mention of, and contain no recognition of the existence of, the 

London Cycle Network (LCN). 

 

There is no clear plan of cycle routes or pedestrian routes in the development area. This is 

a huge defect in the proposals.  

 

With regard to pedestrian movement, there seems to be a basic philosophy in the 

proposals of maintaining continuity of motor traffic by routing pedestrians across bridges 

or through tunnels. This is anti-walking. Walking is encouraged by allowing pedestrians 

to cross all roads at surface level. Indeed, this is the only way to ñstitch together the 

damaged urban fabricò of the area, to quote the Summary, and create a new ñtown 

centreò, by taming the roads that currently make that concept impossible. Only the M1 is 

a motorway. The North Circular, the A41 and A5 are not fenced roads, and they all have 

many surface-level pedestrian crossing points elsewhere, thus their continuity would not 

be compromised by having more here. It is now TfL policy to support pedestrian 

crossings of major roads at surface level rather than via tunnels or bridges (eg. at Henlys 

Corner further east on the North Circular). The developers seem unaware of this. 

 



It appears an enormous amount of money is intended to be spent on ñimprovingò roads, 

that is, increasing motor vehicle capacity, which will create more motor traffic and, with 

the plans as they are, inhibit sustainable transport. We would prefer to see a far cheaper 

and more cost-effective transport scheme implemented, consisting of retaining the road 

system at its current capacity, and creating high-quality new links for walking, cycling 

and public transport. We would like to see the new link roads be only for buses, cyclists 

and pedestrians. We would like to see planning for zero motor vehicle increase. It is 

completely unacceptable that a plan like this can be drawn up which appears to ignore the 

relevance of transport to the imperative of man-made climate change. 

 

The point-by-point summary listings of the features of the scheme on the 

brentcrosscricklewood.com website create a misleading impression to the public of the 

basic nature of the development, when compared with the actual plans. For example, 

much is made of the proposed new station on the Midland (or Thameslink) line, without 

mentioning it will only be built after 1,000,000 square meters of commercial floorspace 

are occupied ï a vast area, one square kilometer. Thus the station, which should be 

provided first, is a remote prospect, if even the development ever reaches that stage. 

 

Priority routes required by cyclists 

We will now deal with the practicalities of the development for cyclists. There are a 

number of major desire lines for cycling through the development area. Cycling these 

routes is currently almost impossible owing to the barriers created by the North Circular, 

the A41, the A5 and the railway. Opening up these routes would hugely boost cycling in 

north-west London, as well as bring cyclists into and out of the development area. We 

would identify the following desire-lines (approximate routes) as our priorities for 

development (sketched in the appendix to this document): 

1. North-south along the A5 

2. North-south, crossing the North Circular Road between the current Brent Cross 

Shopping centre and east Cricklewood, in the vicinity of the present Templehof 

Avenue bridge 
3. East-west along the river Brent 
4. East-west north of the Brent, connecting between West Hendon, the current Brent 

Cross Shopping Centre, and Hendon Park 
5. East-west south of the Brent, connecting Dollis Hill and Golders Green to each 

other and to the new development and to Brent Cross underground station. 
We would like to see development plans that incorporate all these, either in the form of 

routes on roads with suitable facilities and safe junction designs for cyclists, or off-

carriageway routes that may or may not be shared with pedestrians, and would be fast, 

attractive and efficient. 

 

Staples Corner West 

London Cycle Network route LCN+ 5 has been laid down by TfL as running along the 

A5. The major issue on this route is safety for cyclists at the Staples Corner West 

intersection with the North Circular Road. Currently there is a choice for cyclists between 

using an unsuitable flyover and slip roads, a dangerous and busy roundabout, or illegally 

using indirect and unsuitable pedestrian walkways. The redesign of this junction must 



take cyclistsô needs into account as a paramount consideration, since this is a designated 

cycle route. The design for the junction on page 8 of the Plans is totally unsatisfactory; no 

thought at all seems to have been given as to how cyclists are to negotiate this junction ï 

this is our number 1 priority in Brent Cyclists. The plan includes left-turn slip roads off 

the A5 in both directions that will make it very difficult for cyclists to proceed through 

the junction without being cut-up, and lanes marked ñbus onlyò that cyclists would have 

to use. We require a total redesign of this along principles of maximizing safety and 

comfort for cyclists (and pedestrians crossing the roads). The presence of flyovers for 

both the North Circular Road and the A5 at this point means there is no excuse for 

designing the surface-level junction on principles of maximizing motor vehicle 

throughput, which appears to have been the driving imperative here. 

 

Barnetôs attitude to the LCN+5 route; north-south route through the site 

Barnet has consistently opposed the cycle route on the A5 (as reflected in correspondence 

between Nick Bell of Barnetôs Transport Department, TfL and Brent Cyclists), arguing 

that the cycle route should instead run to the east of the A5, through the development 

land. If that remains Barnetôs position, they need to insist on the development plans 

showing clearly where this north-south cycle route would run.  

 

There is currently an informal cycle route often used between Claremont Road and 

Layfield Road, via the Tempelhof Avenue Bridge and Brent Cross service roads and car 

park. It is totally unclear from the plans so far provided if and how cycling on this 

alignment (our route 2 above) will be catered for. The design shown on page 25 of the 

plans for a replacement road system and bridge at Tempelhof Avenue, with a new, large 

gyratory system provided north of the bridge, is completely inimical to cyclistsô 

requirements, and we oppose it. Two new footbridges across the North Circular, one to 

the west (page 9 of the Plans) and one to the east (page 13 of the Plans) shown no signs 

of being engineered to allow cycling.  

 

In any case, we believe, as mentioned above, that all new crossings of the North Circular 

would be better for both pedestrians and cyclists if they were at surface level. The bridges 

render the concept of the ñnew town centreò essentially meaningless, as they 

acknowledge its division by the road. 

 

Shared cycle pedestrian route along the River Brent 

There are various references to this in the proposals, but a lack of detail and clarity as to 

what is proposed, how wide it will be, where it will run from and to, and how access and 

linking with roads will be managed. It, and the rest of the pedestrian network, is highly 

obscure in the plans produced so far, which demonstrate a heavy bias in the thinking of 

the developers towards considering roads first, with pedestrian and cycle facilities 

appearing as a tacked-on afterthought, if present at all. 

 

Cyclist must not have to dismount in order to use any part of, or access, cycle routes. We 

oppose all such measures, as indicated twice on page 25 of the Plans. Cyclists accessing 

the shopping areas need to be able to cycle all the way to cycle parking located close to 

the entrances. This is a basic requirement. The routes must not involve steps (as shown 



on this plan, which would appear to prevent wheelchair access to the Brent path as well). 

 

Proposed footbridge over Hendon Way at Highfield Avenue 

This bridge (page 6 of the plans, if it is to be created, should be designed with cycling in 

mind as well, to be a link on an E-W cycle route (route 5 in our list above). It is needed to 

provide a vital cycle link between the new development and Brent Cross Underground. 

However, in line with the general principles outlined above, we believe a surface-level 

crossing for pedestrians and cyclists would be better. 

 

Changes to Geron Way and proposed new footbridge over the Midland lines 

This bridge (page 17 of the Plans), if it allowed cycle use, could also be a link on our 

route 5. It should be connected with cycle routes on the roads to either side, and should 

be wide enough. It should be accessed by ramps not steps. The A5/Geron Way junction 

should be engineered for cycle safety (especially as it is on an LCN+ route), and should 

not have an inside left-turn only lane southbound on the A5 (Plans page 22). Junctions for 

the freight handling facility on the A5 (Plane page 21) should also be engineered for 

safety of cyclists traveling along the A5, with much tighter curves than shown. Left-

turning lorries colliding with cyclists who are going straight-on is the largest cause of 

cyclist fatalities. 

 

Straightening-out the Cricklewood Lane-Chichelle Road intersection 

We oppose this. The result, in conjunction with the changes at the Claremont Road 

junction, would be increased traffic on Crickelwood Lane and Chichelle Road (as indeed 

is intended by the planners). Such schemes start from the belief that congestion is the 

result of lack of capacity on the roads, whereas we consider it is due to excessive private 

car use, which should be countered with the measures for encouraging cycling and 

walking which we advocate. 

 

Our conclusions on the application 

The developers have fundamentally failed to grasp the importance and potential of 

cycling as a major urban transport mode, to be encouraged and catered for. We wish to 

see major revisions to the plans to show clearly comprehensive cycle (and pedestrian) 

networks linking the various parts of the development, stations, and surrounding centres. 

The plans must take into account through-journeys of cyclists through the area both 

north-south and east-west, and we suggest our sketch plan (appendix to this document) as 

a basis from which to start. Routes through the development should be integrated with the 

LCN, which the application so far ignores. 

 

There is huge potential here in the scale of this project to create benchmark-standard 

urban cycling infrastructure, that would make a great contribution to the attractiveness of 

the development, its environmental sustainability, and commercial and social success. 

Such infrastructure would additionally benefit a wide area of London around by 

encouraging cycling throughout the area. Cyclistsô needs must be taken into account on 

all roads on which they are permitted, that is, all public roads within the development 

area except the M1. This consideration is singularly lacking in the plans submitted so far. 

 



This scheme should be planned on the basis of no increase in motor traffic (as some other 

major developments have been, including the nearby redevelopment of Wembley 

Stadium and surrounding complex). To meet this requirement, in view of the additional 

housing and commercial space planned, would require the aggressive prioritisation 

through planning of cycling, walking and public transport. The plans presented fall far 

short of this. On the contrary, they appear to prioritise motor traffic and marginalize 

cycling and walking, and thus appear to be pushing the environment of this area of 

London in entirely the wrong direction. 

 

We wish to see Outline Planning Permission withheld until major changes are made to 

the application. 

 

Brent Cyclists 

May 2008 
 



Appendix: sketch plan of our desire lines for cycle routes superposed on the applicationôs 

key plan (Plans page 27) 

 

 
 

Green represents LCN+5 

Purple represents our additional route desire-lines (approximate alignments) 


