
 
planning report PDU/1483/02 

12 March 2010 

Brent Cross Cricklewood 
in the London Borough of Barnet 

planning application no. C/17559/08 

  

Strategic planning application stage II referral (old powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000 

The proposal 

Outline application for comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of the Brent Cross Cricklewood 
regeneration area comprising residential, town centre uses including retail, leisure, hotel and 
conference facilities, offices, industrial and other business uses, rail-based freight facilities, waste 
handling facility, petrol filling station, community, health and education facilities, private hospital, 
open space and public realm, landscaping and recreation facilities, new rail and bus stations, 
vehicular and pedestrian bridges, underground and multi-storey car parking, works to the River 
Brent and Clitterhouse Stream and associated infrastructure, demolition and alterations of existing 
building structures, electricity generation stations, relocated electricity substation, free standing 
or building mounted wind turbines, alterations to existing railway infrastructure including 
Cricklewood railway track and station and Brent Cross London Underground station, creation of 
new strategic accesses and internal road layout, at grade or underground conveyor from waste 
handling facility to combined heat and power plant, infrastructure and associated facilities 
together with any required temporary works or structures and associated utilities/services 
required by the development. 

The applicant 

The applicants are Hammerson, Standard Life Investments and Brookfield Europe (“the 
Brent Cross Development Partners”), and the architect is Allies & Morrison Architects. 

Strategic issues 

Outstanding issues relating to retail, affordable housing, urban design and inclusive access, 
transport, waste, energy, noise, phasing and infrastructure triggers have been addressed. 

Recommendation 

That Barnet Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct 
refusal.  
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Context 

1        On 11 April 2008 Barnet Council consulted the Mayor of London on an application for 
planning permission for the above development at the above site. This was referred to the Mayor 
under Categories 1A, 1B, 1C, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B and 3F of the Schedule to the Order 2000:  

1A: ”Development which -  

(a) Comprises or includes the provision of more than 500 houses, flats, or houses and 
flats; or 

(b) Comprises or includes the provision of flats or houses and the development occupies 
more than 10 hectares”. 

 
1B: “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses, flats, 
or houses and flats), which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings – 
    

 (c) Outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square 
metres.” 

1C: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building in respect of which one 
or more of the following conditions is met – 
         

(c) The building is more than 30 metres high and outside the City of London. 
 
2B: “Waste development to provide an installation with capacity for a throughput of more than 
50,000 tonnes per annum of waste produced outside the land in respect of which planning 
permission is sought.” 
 
2C: “Development to provide –  
 

(d) a railway station; 
(f) a bus or coach station.” 
 

3A: “Development which is likely to –  

 (a) result in the loss of more than 200 houses, flats, or houses and flats (irrespective of 
whether the development would entail also the provision of new houses or flats).” 

3B: “Development –  

 (a) which occupies more than 4 hectares of land which is used for a use within Class B1 
(business), B2 (general industrial) or B8 (storage or distribution) of the Use Classes Order.” 

3F: “Development for a use, other than residential use, which includes the provision of more than 
200 car parking spaces in connection with that use”.  

2 On 11 February 2009 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/1483/01, and 
subsequently advised Barnet Council that the proposal was acceptable in principle with regard to 
strategic planning policy subject to the resolution of issues relating to build out of the new town 
centre and associated public transport improvements, affordable housing, transport, urban design 
and inclusive access, energy, waste and infrastructure delivery. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached.  The essentials of the case with regard 
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 
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are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report.  Since then, the application has been 
revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see below).  On 18 November 2009, Barnet Council 
decided that it was minded to grant planning permission for the application, and on 1 March 2010 
it advised the Mayor of this decision.  Under the provisions of the Town & Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2000 the Mayor may direct the Council to refuse planning permission, 
and has until 14 March 2010 to notify the Council of such a direction.  This report sets out the 
information needed by the Mayor in deciding whether to direct refusal. 

4 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Update 

5 Since the consultation stage response, published in February 2009, the Mayor has 
published a number of policy documents and strategies, some of which have material weight in the 
consideration of this case.  The most significant document published since this time is the Draft 
Replacement London Plan (October 2009).  Where appropriate this report will highlight reference 
to these emerging policy considerations.  

Retail 

6 At consultation stage the principle of a new town centre and the associated retail provision 
was accepted in accordance with the Barnet UDP, the London Plan and the Supplementary 
Planning Guidance.  Further consideration and clarification was, however, required in respect of 
delivery of the remaining retail floorspace beyond the primary development package (PDP), and 
concerns were expressed about the adequacy of public transport improvements in the PDP to 
support the emerging new town centre. 

7 The applicant has subsequently advised that the indicative phasing parameter plan, 
indicative construction programme and infrastructure triggers and thresholds together provide a 
framework for phased delivery of the new town centre.  The section 106 agreement and conditions 
require the applicants to submit detailed delivery programmes for each phase to ensure that 
development is delivered in a comprehensive manner.  The Council will therefore retain control 
over any variations to the phasing and programming of the development and delivery of critical 
infrastructure. 

8 In respect of public transport infrastructure, a number of improvements to the package 
have been secured since the consultation stage, including the setting up of a Transport Strategy 
Group and obligations in respect of funding and delivery of an enhanced bus station and securing 
the consolidated transport fund, of which £16.6m is to be provided during the PDP and includes 
£4.3m in bus subsidy and funding of the rapid transit system.  The section 106 agreement also 
binds the applicants to monitor public transport performance including the Underground to ensure 
that sufficient capacity is available for each phase or sub-phase; this will ensure that sufficient 
capacity is available to meet demand arising from the new development prior to implementation.  
Transport issues are discussed in full later in this report.   

9 Since the Mayor’s consultation response was issued and since the Council resolved to 
approve the application, Planning Policy Statement 4 (PPS4): Planning for Sustainable Economic 
Growth has replaced PPG4 (1992), PPG5 (1992) and PPS6 (2005) as national planning policy 
guidance for retail, leisure, entertainment and other main town centre uses.  The key change from 
PPS6 to PPS4 is the abolition of the need test and the introduction of a new impact test.  The 
sequential test remains, as does the scale test, which has been incorporated into the new impact 
test alongside accessibility by a choice of means of transport, limiting carbon dioxide emissions, 
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promoting high quality and inclusive design, impact on economic and physical regeneration and 
impact on local employment.   

10 Whilst the applicant has not submitted an appraisal of the scheme against the new PPS4 
tests, it is possible to assess compliance with these tests with reference to the application 
documentation, including the transport assessment, energy and sustainability strategies, design 
and access statement, social infrastructure strategy and the environmental statement.  These 
aspects of the application have been assessed in this report and in the stage one report and in all 
instances meet the objectives of London Plan policy.     

11 The Mayor’s attention is specifically drawn to opposition to the retail development from 
Quintain Estates, who have commercial retail interests in nearby Wembley.  Quintain’s 
representations include their own review of the applicant’s retail and transport assessments and the 
local authority and GLA’s consideration of the application.  Criticisms include failure to assess the 
need, scale and impact of the retail development, proposed retail quantum exceeding the level 
endorsed in the UDP, and that the primary development package does not provide the key 
elements of a town centre as required in the development framework.   

12 GLA officers remain of the view that need, scale and impact have all been satisfactorily 
addressed in accordance with the requirements of the Barnet UDP, the London Plan and national 
planning policy.  It is acknowledged that the primary development package will not, in itself, result 
in a fully developed town centre.  It would be unrealistic, in the context of such a large and 
complex development, to expect all the component parts of a fully developed town centre (as 
identified in UDP policy C6) to be delivered upfront.  Quintain’s representations on the application 
have been fully considered and responded to by the Council. 

Affordable housing 

Overview 

13 At the consultation stage clarification was sought regarding the provision of affordable 
housing delivery in the PDP.  In addition a view regarding the affordable housing offer, which at 
that time was set as a minimum 15% on phases beyond the PDP, had not been reached due to the 
ongoing assessment of the applicants viability submission by the GLA’s appointed independent 
valuer. 

14 The independent valuer has now provided the GLA with conclusions regarding the 
assessment of the applicants’ case.  The process has been undertaken over a period of months and 
involved submission of an updated viability analysis to reflect the changes in market conditions 
since the original submission in November 2008.  Following detailed discussion with the Council 
and the applicants the affordable housing offer has been amended as set out below. 

Overarching affordable housing provision

15 For the PDP, the applicants have committed to replacement of the Whitefield Estate and 
Rosa Freedman Centre, equivalent to approximately 220 affordable housing units. 

16 The applicant has committed to a minimum 15% affordable housing in all phases beyond 
the PDP. 

 

Review Mechanism 
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17 In addition to the above commitments the applicant will enter into an agreement (part of 
the section 106), which will allow the financial viability of each phase, including the PDP, to be 
reviewed closer to implementation.  This will test the opportunity to increase affordable housing 
contributions in the PDP and seek to exceed the 15% guaranteed minimum provision on all phases 
beyond the PDP. 

Cumulative targets 

18 To maximise the delivery of affordable housing beyond the 15% guaranteed minimum, 
cumulative phased targets have been agreed (approximately 30% on each phase).  The cumulative 
targets do not represent guaranteed delivery but a target that will be used to monitor performance 
and also to set a benchmark to provide an incentive for delivery, beyond which improved developer 
returns can be realised.  If the cumulative targets are delivered in full they would provide 2,250 
affordable units, and as drafted this target can be exceeded through the incentive approach within 
the review mechanism. 

19 The review mechanism sets out how the targets will provide opportunity for the applicants 
to increase their desired return.  The applicants proposed a benchmark 20% internal rate of return 
(IRR) as the hurdle rate for returns on the project.  Where the cumulative affordable housing target 
is not being met then all projected returns above 20% Internal Rate of Return will be invested into 
the delivery of additional affordable housing. 

20 Where the cumulative targets are being met then the opportunity for the applicant to 
improve returns is built in subject to an arrangement of 75% to the applicants and 25% to the 
Council for additional affordable housing delivery over and above the cumulative target. 

21 For the final phases six and seven which comprise commercial office and retail development 
only, it has been agreed that if the cumulative target has not been met, an affordable housing 
contribution will be required on the basis of an even split of projected returns above 20% IRR.  Any 
contributions will be invested as determined by the Council. 

Assessment 

22 The arrangements set out above comprise the final affordable housing offer and are a result 
of negotiations led jointly by the GLA and Barnet Council with the applicant.  It has followed a 
period of intense scrutiny where the applicants’ approach has been tested by independent experts.   

23 The conclusions of the GLA’s independent valuer supported the broad approach to costs 
and revenues and the use of the bespoke model in testing the viability in this case.  The approach 
to the developer returns at 20% IRR, was however considered significantly higher than those 
normally seen on strategic planning applications for large scale development.  The applicants 
maintain that the returns sought are based on their assessment of risk attributed to the project and 
securing investment. 

24 The independent valuer also undertook sensitivity testing by improving the efficiency of 
building layouts (in broad terms), and applying an alternative level of developer returns by setting 
the IRR at a lower rate than the applicants’ desired hurdle rate.  This analysis provided the evidence 
to negotiate an improved affordable housing (or other section 106) package whilst maintaining a 
reasonable level of developer return.  It is this testing which has informed the detail of the 
cumulative targets and the review mechanism.   

25 The figures submitted within the viability assessment demonstrate significant losses in the 
early phases due to the substantial investment in infrastructure being proposed.  Despite the 
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projected losses the applicant is offering a 15% guaranteed minimum beyond phase one and 
opportunity of review at each phase, including phase one.   

26 Fundamental to the acceptability of the affordable housing offer and as required by 
London Plan policy 3A.10 and draft replacement London Plan policy 3.13 is that the opportunity to 
deliver the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing is secured in the planning 
permission and section 106 agreement.   

27 The approach set out above is a bespoke approach that has been negotiated to secure what 
GLA officers consider to be a policy compliant approach to affordable housing delivery for the 
lifetime of the project.  It maintains the ability to achieve the policy objective having regard to the 
range of factors set out in policy 3A.10 and having regard to the strategic target for affordable 
housing in the London Plan and is acceptable on that basis. 

Transport  

28 TfL raised a number of concerns about the planning application and transport assessment 
in the stage one report.  These concerns largely stemmed from the planning application being 
submitted without a full and robust transport assessment (TA) having been carried out for the 
interim stages of development. TfL was also concerned about the implications of the proposed 
phasing, delivery and control mechanisms required to consider the effects of the development on 
the transport network over a 20 year period, and how the baseline conditions assessed in the TA 
may change prior to the point of implementation. 

29 In order to ensure compliance with London Plan policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and 
development, 3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity, 5B.2 Opportunity Areas in north 
London and draft replacement London Plan policies 6.1 Strategic approach and 6.3 Assessing 
transport capacity, TfL requires the proposed development, which includes a new town centre and 
associated uses, to be supported by a high level of public transport accessibility together with 
appropriate increases in capacity to mitigate the impact of the development.  In particular, TfL 
requires a considerable mode shift away from reliance on the private car to an emphasis on public 
transport, walking and cycling. 

30 In order for TfL to be satisfied that the impacts of the development on the transport 
network can be made acceptable, the Council has agreed that TfL will be a party to the s106 
agreement.  As explained further below, the s106 agreement will secure a role for TfL in reviewing 
applications post permission, thereby offering TfL the reassurance that it will be able to ensure that 
the development is acceptable in transportation terms as it proceeds and that commitments to 
transportation improvements (including travel demand management) required to make the 
development policy compliant are delivered. This is fundamental to TfL’s support for the planning 
application and associated transport assessment.  

Phasing, delivery and control mechanisms 

31 TfL raised particular concerns about the failure of the development to meet the London 
Plan policy objectives during phase one (Primary Development Package) and had concerns about 
uncertainty over the future sequencing of development phases. 

32 In order to address TfL’s concerns the applicant has agreed to commit to implementation of 
a number of mechanisms that will enable TfL to assess the impacts of the development on the 
Strategic Transport Network (STN) on a phase by phase basis, and specifically to ensure that the 
development impacts are no worse than those assessed in the Transport Assessment for the 
completed development, prior to the commencement of development within a phase. This will be 
achieved by assessment through a Transport Matrix and Phased Transport Reports (PTRs). These 
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controls will provide the data to assess the transport impacts of future reserved matters 
applications. 

33 These mechanisms will be augmented by up to date assessment through an agreed 
monitoring strategy.  A governance structure has also been agreed with the Council to ensure TfL 
has a level of control over the implementation of these mechanisms. The key mechanisms which 
have been agreed between TfL and the Council provide the approvals process secured through the 
s106 agreement and are listed as follows: 

• Strategic Transport Network (STN): TfL will have a joint role in reviewing applications 
relating to the Transport for London Road Network within or adjoining the site 
(A406/A41); the London Underground Northern Line; Brent Cross Underground Station; 
the existing Brent Cross Bus Station; the new train station and transport interchange; the 
Monitoring Strategy; the Transport Matrix and Phased Transport Reports; the Area Wide 
Walking and Cycling Strategy; amendments to the Framework Travel Plan; the Car 
Parking Management Strategy; the A5 corridor study; the Construction Management 
Plan and including any reserved matter applications for development which meets the 
referability criteria of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000.  

 
• Transport Matrix: A Matrix has been devised to provide development quantum and the 

number of generated trips, including performance of junctions, public transport and 
mode shift assumptions for each phase or sub phase of development to enable TfL to 
fully consider its effects. The Matrix will be prepared by the applicant and submitted to 
TfL and the Council in accordance with an agreed schedule and reviewed and approved 
in relation to details submitted within a Phase Transport Report and/or any reserved 
matters applications. 

 
• Phase Transport Reports (PTR): A report relating to the whole of a phase or sub-phase 

to be prepared by the developer and submitted to TfL and the borough prior to the 
commencement of the development in any phase or sub-phase. PTRs will be prepared in 
accordance with the Matrix and report schedule and will comply with the relevant scope 
and specification approval. 

 
• Reserved Matters Transport Reports (RMTR): A transport report will be prepared by the 

applicant and submitted to TfL and the Council to support the quantum of development 
and uses proposed in a phase or reserved matters application which provides the 
necessary level of transport assessment in accordance with the agreed scope.   

 
• Monitoring Strategy: The applicant will prepare a strategy which measures all key 

transport impacts of the development (as well as transport behaviour) such as 
operational traffic, construction traffic and the impact of overlapping phases on the road 
network and on public transport in accordance with the parameters and principles set 
out in the s106 agreement. 

 
Transport strategy group 
 
34 In order to secure involvement in future planning decisions regarding the development, the 
borough and TfL agreed to jointly constitute a Transport Strategy Group (TSG). The TSG allows TfL 
to be engaged with post permission approvals and reserved matters applications, so that it is fully 
engaged in the decision making process where applications are likely to have an effect on the 
Strategic Transport Network (STN), by assessing with the Council the impact of the development 
where this relates to the (STN) and agreeing the basis for determining the relevant application.  
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The TSG will also agree on how monies from the Consolidated Transport Fund (see below) are to 
be spent, applying the parameters and requirements in the section 106 agreement. 

35 The TSG has been proposed to ensure that TfL retains a level of influence over the 
emerging development, and to ensure that strategic transport objectives are delivered. This 
decision making process is formalised in the s106 legal agreement. The three tiers are proposed as 
follows: 

• Political Tier – comprising at least [one] senior member of Barnet Council and [one] 
member of TfL or the GLA; 

• Senior Officer Tier – which will comprise (a) Barnet’s Director of Environment & 
Operations and/or the Director of Planning, Housing & Regeneration and (b) TfL’s 
Managing Director of Planning; 

• Operational Tier – comprising such case officers as Barnet and TfL may from time to time 
assign to the TSG for the purposes of considering the relevant STN Applications. 

 
36 It is anticipated that the majority of decisions will be dealt with at the operational (officer 
level) tier.  However it envisaged that issues such as expenditure of the Consolidated Transport 
Fund (see below) and for example car parking numbers and delivery of step free access and transit 
schemes may need to be expedited to the political tier.  From a technical perspective it should be 
noted that in the event that agreement cannot be reached within the TSG, an independent expert 
can be used for dispute resolution.  The Council is obliged to consider the views of the expert but 
these are not binding when making statutory planning decisions. The applicant must satisfy the 
TSG through the various checks and balances that the transport impacts of the emerging 
development are consistent with the 2026 end state scenario as predicted in the TA and 
represented in the specific benchmarks identified in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule of 
the s106 and that the necessary mitigation (including any additional mitigation measures that may 
be required beyond those specified in the section 106 agreement) is provided. On this basis the 
applicant is obliged to address the issues raised in the stage one report, in particular in relation to 
mode shift and public transport performance. 

37 This approach has been deemed necessary by TfL and the Council due to the complex 
nature of the development, its location abutting the A406/A41, A5, underground and rail lines, 
and the 20 year delivery programme.  It gives TfL confidence that the development will comply 
with London Plan Policy 3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity and draft 
replacementLondon Plan policy 6.3 Assessing transport capacity.  

38 In order to ensure that the applicant and adjoining authorities such as Brent and Camden 
Councils are able to make representations on the planning application and transport impacts and 
mitigation in the future, a Transport Advisory Group (TAG) will be constituted to make 
recommendations to the TSG. The TAG will receive regular updates and information from the 
developer and Travel Plan Co-ordinator. 

Section 106 contributions and the consolidated transport fund (CTF) 

39 A package of s106 contributions has been secured by the Council and TfL to mitigate the 
impacts of the development. Contributions are broken down by phase and will be held by the 
Council in a Consolidated Transport Fund (CTF). The CTF is defined in the s106 agreement as 
follows: 

• A total of £46m in the Consolidated Transport Fund (CTF) 
• Phase 1 – £16.6m 

- bus subsidy £4.3m 
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- Brent Cross/Cricklewood station forecourt and Rapid Transit System (RTS) funding 
£7.43m 
- transport contingency fund £2m 
- adjoining boroughs fund £1.25m 
- bus stop improvements £0.5m 
- step free feasibility study £0.12m 

• Phase 2 – £16.9m 
- step free contribution £13.4m 
- transport contingency fund £2m 
- RTS funding £1.5m 

• Phase 3 – £2.5m  
- transport contingency fund £1m 
- RTS funding £1.5m 

• Phase 4 – £9.3m 
- bus subsidy £7.2m 
- transport contingency fund £0.6m 
- RTS funding £1.5m 

• Phase 5 – £0.7m 
-  transport contingency fund £0.7m 

 
40 There will be a degree of flexibility in the allocation of these funds within phases although 
the £46m CTF and total for each phase is fixed. As noted above, the Transport Strategy Group 
(TSG) will be responsible for expenditure of the CTF within the parameters set for each phase.  

Contributions outside of the CTF 

41 In addition to the CTF the applicant will carry out and fund all highway junction works 
through the s278 process.  

• A new bus station will be funded and delivered by the applicant during phases 1 and 2. 
  
• All rail works and delivery of a new station, freight facility and waste handling facility will 

be funded separately by the applicant.  
 
• The applicant will undertake an A5 Corridor Study and Area Wide Pedestrian and Cycling 

Study with improvements paid for outside of the CTF. This approach is welcomed by TfL. 
    

• All green travel planning measures will also be funded outside of the CTF, these are 
listed later in this report.  

 
42 The CTF will be managed so that transport infrastructure and contributions will be provided 
in advance of, or concurrently with, implementation in order to achieve accessibility and modal 
shift. 

Car parking and electric vehicles

43 At stage one, TfL objected to the level of car parking as being beyond that which would 
normally be acceptable for a town centre development and concluded that it did not therefore 
comply with London Plan policy 3C.24 Parking in town centres and PPG13 for office, retail and 
residential uses. There has subsequently been a reduction in the level of parking proposed. Car 
parking numbers are secured in planning conditions (see 38.2), the majority of which will be for 
new residential development and for the new Tesco and town centre south.  
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44 The stage one report stated that the proposed level of car parking may be acceptable if 
more public transport improvements were front loaded. In order to meet this requirement the 
applicant will make a contribution of £16.6m to the Consolidated Transport Fund (CTF) during 
phase 1, with the TSG being responsible for agreeing how monies are to be paid by the applicant. 
The applicant is also bound by obligations in the s106 to provide a state of the art enhanced bus 
station on site (see below). The applicant has also agreed to undertake an Area Wide Walking and 
Cycling Study, A5 corridor study and Step Free Feasibility Study, with any identified works being 
funded outside of the CTF upon presentation of the findings. The mechanisms which have now 
been agreed will ensure that adequate mitigation which is reasonably related to the development is 
provided when it is needed. 

45 A Phase Car Parking Strategy and Phase Car Parking Standards will be prepared by the 
applicant and are secured by planning condition (1.23 and 11). In addition a Car Parking 
Management Strategy has been secured in the s106 agreement (2.1.3.4(f)). These documents will 
be agreed by the TSG. 

46 For residential parking the Council has set a sliding scale, which includes 1 space per unit 
during phase 1 reducing to 0.7 by phase 5 (or after 5,000 units).  TfL is disappointed that the level 
of residential car parking has not been reduced below a maximum of 0.7 spaces per unit. However, 
TfL has agreed a review mechanism through the ‘Transport Matrix’ and other obligations in the 
s106 agreement which allow the level of car parking to be reviewed on a phased basis. To enable 
TfL to be satisfied with the level of car parking proposed following concerns raised in the Stage 
One report, the council must vary condition 38.2 by adding a footnote to the table which reads: 
“The figures in the above table are maximums  and the appropriate level of car parking is to be set 
having regard to paragraph 2.6 of the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule". In addition the 
council has agreed to vary the matrix schedule by adding two additional bullet points to read: “in 
respect of residential car parking the aim to  provide lower than the maximum car parking 
standards set out in Condition 38.2 of the planning permission in the areas of highest public 
transport accessibility so that the level of car parking is constrained which is likely to allow for low 
car and car free development” and “the need to have due regard to changes in adopted planning 
policy and best practice as appropriate”.  

47 The redeveloped Tesco store in the town centre south includes parking for 760 cars, which 
is still considered to be excessive for a town centre location. If the store was to be new and located 
within this location this level of parking would exceed London Plan standards. In order for this to 
be acceptable, the Council, the applicant and TfL have agreed the car park will be shared between 
other town centre uses and the number of spaces capped and appropriately controlled by the Car 
Parking Management Plan to be agreed with TfL. 

48 No additional retail parking will be provided beyond that already permitted north of the 
A406 at Brent Cross Shopping Centre. This is welcomed. 

49 A cap on office car parking has been set at 1,000 spaces, reduced by 300 since stage one, 
to support 400,000 sq. m. of office floorspace linked to the delivery of the new railway station (see 
below). This is welcomed. 

50 TfL welcomes the approach to be adopted by the applicant through the s106 which allows 
a reduction in car parking if levels of demand and congestion on the highway network are worse 
than those which have been assessed in the TA.  The Transport Strategy Group will be responsible 
for making decisions on car parking using evidence provided by the transport matrix and phased 
transport reports.   

51 A car club has been secured in the s106 agreement. The applicant has agreed to fund and 
operate the car club during the early phases if an operator cannot be found.  
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52 Electric vehicle charging points have been secured in the s106 agreement in line with the 
Mayor’s Electric Vehicle Delivery Plan and draft replacement London Plan policy 6.3 Parking. This 
is welcomed. 

53 Subject to the agreed variation to condition 38.2, all car parking matters have now been 
satisfactorily resolved as part of the agreed approval mechanisms to ensure conformity with 
London Plan policies 3C.23 Parking strategy (inc Annex 5) and 3C.24 Parking in town centres and 
draft replacement London Plan policy 6.3 Parking. 

Cycle parking 

54 All cycle parking will be provided in line with TfL standards as referred to in London Plan 
policy 3C.23 Improving conditions for cycling and draft replacement London Plan policy 6.9 Cycling. 
This is welcomed. 

55 A cycle club has been secured in the s106 agreement and this is welcomed. The applicant 
has agreed to operate the cycle club even if an operator cannot be found for the early phases of 
the development. Details of the club will be agreed by TfL through the TAG and TSG. Other cycling 
measures and safe and secure facilities will be secured through Green Travel Planning measures 
outlined in the Framework Travel Plan and secured through the s106 agreement. 

Travel plan 

56 A Framework Travel Plan (FTP) has been developed. This provides guidance for individual 
site Travel Plans and includes monitoring and mode shift targets and includes a range of measures 
by which the applicant can implement further mitigation and investment. For example, free bicycles 
and vouchers, subsidised Oyster cards and travel, a cycle club, a car club, a travel information 
centre, marketing and advertising, car free days and car parking management and enforcement 
initiatives have been agreed with the applicant and the Council and are secured and funded 
through the s106 agreement.  For example, the applicant has agreed to provide the first new 
resident of every property with a cycle voucher worth £200 and a subsidised Oyster card for zones 
1 to 4. This is welcomed. 

57 The FTP and future TP’s will be managed by a Travel Plan Co-ordinator (TPC) and the FTP 
will be updated and reissued regularly through consultation between the TSG and TAG. TfL and 
the Council have agreed that all green travel planning measures, including covering the cost of the 
TPC must be funded by the applicant outside of the Consolidated Transport Fund.  

Pedestrians and cycling 

58 The applicant will prepare an Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study prior to commencement 
of phase 1. This will inform the design and detail of all routes which are reasonably related to the 
development and defined through the Phased Transport Reports. The broad principles were 
established within the masterplan; however, this will be reviewed to ensure that the highest quality 
and most appropriate routes be provided. In particular TfL will need to see links to the wider 
network enhanced and not just the immediate boundaries of the site, and this could include 
contributions towards Cycle Super Highways. This will initially be through a Site Wide Walking and 
Cycling Study. The scope of the study and routes and works will be agreed jointly between TfL and 
the Council through the TSG in consultation with TAG to ensure general conformity with London 
Plan policies 3C.22 Improving conditions for walking and 3C.23 Improving conditions for cycling 
draft replacement London Plan policy 6.9 Cycling and 6.10 Walking. 

Buses 
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59 The Consolidated Transport Fund includes a total ring-fenced contribution towards the bus 
network and bus stops of £12m to be spread across the five phases of development. There is some 
flexibility built into these payments to ensure that the network can respond to the effects of the 
development. The bus subsidy will be provided in two parts: £4.3 prior to implementation of phase 
1 and £7.2 prior to implementation of phase 4. A further £0.5m will be used to pay for bus stop 
improvements in line with TfL guidance. These contributions will be used to expand and pump 
prime the existing bus network prior to implementation and to integrate new and expanded routes 
with the development of a new railway station and Midland Mainline Bridge, which will give rise to 
alterations to the bus network. Decisions on bus network improvements and contributions will be 
agreed between TfL and the Council through the TSG in consultation with the TAG. 

60  The monies will be paid into the CTF by the applicant and drawn down by TfL in 
accordance with triggers in the s106 agreement. Where necessary a Sponsored Route Agreement 
with the relevant Council(s) will be required to secure the funding. 

61 TfL has had ongoing discussions with the Council and applicant in respect of the proposed 
Rapid Transit System (RTS) that is designed to link the three main transport interchanges during 
the early phases of development. The Council supports this proposal and as a result has secured 
funding through the s106 agreement. The exact details of the RTS are to be agreed by the Council 
and TfL through the TSG. A total of £11.93m has been allocated to the proposed RTS and 
interchange enabling works. This money will be held in the CTF and may require works over TfL 
land.   

62 A strategy for buses and payment of bus contributions will require ongoing engagement to 
ensure compliance with London Plan policies 3C.4 Land for transport and 3C.14 Enhanced bus 
priority, tram and busway schemes and draft replacement London Plan policies 6.7 Buses, bus 
transits, trams and 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport. 

Bus station 

63 A new high quality replacement bus station will be funded by the applicant in consultation 
with TfL. The replacement bus station will be moved to a new location south of the existing site 
(adjacent to the A406), or subject to the agreed long stop trigger, will be re-provided on the 
existing site with any additional capacity being provided elsewhere on the site. The framework for 
this process must be agreed with TfL and secured in the s106 agreement. A fundamental part of 
this process is that the applicant will seek TfL’s agreement on access, safety, design, operation and 
noise and air quality management.   

64 The section 106 agreement includes a trigger obligating the applicant to fund works to the 
existing bus station should the development not proceed beyond phase 1. This is secured by 
inclusion of two long stop dates: 3 years after occupation of the new John Lewis store or 5 years 
after commencement of phase 1, whichever is sooner. Further conditions and obligations regulate 
the design and procurement of the bus station and to ensure that it is of the highest quality.  

65 The bus issues have now been satisfactorily addressed for the purpose of granting outline 
planning permission, subject to further detail and works to be agreed through the TSG and funded 
by the CTF. This ongoing engagement is necessary to ensure compliance with London Plan policy 
3C.4 Land for transport schemes and draft replacement London Plan policy 6.2 providing public 
transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport. 

Highways assessment 

66 At stage one TfL was satisfied with the approach and forecast demand levels from the TA 
model and junction assessment. This work was independently reviewed by Hyder Consulting on 
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behalf of TfL. The assumptions used in the model rely upon a significant mode shift and are reliant 
on the development of a new railway station and significant increases in capacity on the bus 
network. The emphasis will be on smoothing traffic flow and allocation of road space for all modes. 
This may during implementation give rise to differing demands and these will be assessed though 
the transport matrix and the phased transport reports. 

67 Currently all of the major highway triggers are controlled by Grampian condition. However, 
the need for and timing of appropriate junction works will depend upon not exceeding the level of 
demand and congestion assessed in the TA. This will be reviewed as the development proceeds.  

68 A number of s278 agreements will need to be entered into between the applicant, TfL and 
the Council to secure works on the Strategic Road Network and Transport for London Road 
Network. Whilst the junction assessments are considered acceptable for the purposes of granting 
outline planning permission, further assessment will need to be undertaken through the s278 
process. The mechanisms previously discussed (the transport matrix and phased transport reports) 
must seek to ensure that the development impacts are no worse than those assessed in the 
Transport Assessment. The proposed highway triggers will also be regularly tested through this 
process.  

69 The applicant and their representatives are reminded that the grant of planning permission 
does not discharge the requirements of the Traffic Management Act 2004.  Formal notifications 
and approval may be needed from TfL for both the permanent highway scheme and any temporary 
highway works required during the construction phase of the development.    

Rail 

70 As reported at stage one the new railway station must be delivered to enable the 
development to comply with London Plan policy 5B.2 (para.5.42).  At this stage the applicant is 
unable to guarantee that the station will be built and operational by 2026; however, the 
construction programme predicts that it will be built and operational by 2020.  A Grampian 
condition has been imposed to limit occupation of 300,000 sq. m. of office floorspace prior to 
opening of the station.  Delivery of the station will be largely reliant upon the viability of the office 
market in this location.  Network Rail has not provided any detailed review of the deliverability or 
timing of the proposed station, and will not commit to delivery as the applicant must fund the full 
cost of the works.  

71 The timing and delivery of the station remains a concern for TfL because the TA relies on 
the station to provide transport mitigation and deliver mode shift. TfL will expect the applicant to 
take into account a ‘no station’ scenario when preparing reserved matters planning applications. 
The construction programme will need to be monitored closely in order to review delivery of the 
station in order to ensure compliance with London Plan Policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and 
development and 3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity and draft replacement London 
Plan policies 6.1 Strategic approach and 6.3 Assessing transport capacity.  

72 Of equal importance to TfL is provision of a rail freight facility. The applicant is also unable 
to guarantee that this will be delivered, as it is dependent upon the site being viable to operators. 
The section 106 states that the applicant must use reasonable endeavours to implement the 
objectives of the Framework Servicing and Delivery Strategy (FSDS) and secured through the s106 
agreement.  

London underground 

73 TfL has recently reviewed growth projections for housing and jobs with the GLA economics 
unit. The figures are included in the consultation draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy (October 2009) 
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and are also considered in the adopted London Plan (FALP, 2008) and the draft replacement 
London Plan (October 2009). This work has demonstrated that there will be sufficient capacity on 
the Northern Line to accommodate development at Brent Cross within acceptable crowding levels, 
and not higher than existing levels. Crowding does increase on the Edgware branch in particular 
further south on the line.  Station capacity at Brent Cross station itself has been assessed and is 
sufficient. 

74 Without these planned improvements capacity issues may be exasperated as a result of the 
development. TfL will take this into account when considering future approvals relating to this 
development through the TSG. The mechanisms within the s106 agreement bind the applicant to 
monitor public transport performance including the Underground to ensure that sufficient capacity 
is available for each phase. The relationship with the new capacity provided by the new 
Cricklewood Thameslink station will be critical in balancing demand. 

75  The s106 agreement includes proposals to improve the existing interchange with buses at 
Brent Cross station. This may require works to the station and forecourt and may include a new 
RTS (or enhanced bus) service which connects the station with the shopping centre and the 
existing Cricklewood railway station, and in the future the new station. A priority will be improving 
the link between the Underground and the shopping centre for pedestrians and cyclists.  

76 Step-free access is a priority for TfL and is essential in policy terms to support mobility 
impaired users, such as those with disabilities, the elderly and parents and carers with young 
children. Accessibility is given high priority by London Plan policy 3C.1 Integrating transport and 
development and draft replacement London Plan policy 6.1 Strategic approach. The s106 
agreement includes covenants which secure funding for step-free access as part of phase 2 with 
the need to undertake a feasibility study triggered by phase 1. The step-free contribution is 
£13.4m (including provision at Cricklewood). TfL and the Council have agreed with the applicant 
that step-free access must be a priority at Brent Cross when making decisions about expenditure of 
the CTF. 

Delivery and servicing 

77 A Framework Servicing and Delivery Strategy (FSDS) has been prepared and agreed by TfL 
and the Council. The TSG will be responsible for updating the strategy to bring it up to date with 
implementation of the development. The applicant will appoint and fund a Delivery and Servicing 
Site Wide Manager to implement the strategy and provide monitoring reports to the TAG and TSG. 
The applicant will also use reasonable endeavours to procure (or join whichever is relevant) a 
Freight Quality Partnership in consultation with TfL.   

78 The Indicative Construction Programme sets out the key stages in the phasing of the 
development and this will be closely monitored to ensure construction impact is understood at 
each stage. The cumulative impact of construction and operational traffic will be assessed through 
the mechanisms within the s106 agreement which bind the applicant to monitor network 
performance. A Construction Transport Management Plan will be prepared and agreed by the TSG.  

79 TfL is satisfied that these proposals comply with the TfL Freight Plan and to ensure general 
compliance with London Plan policy 3C.25 Freight strategy and the draft replacement London Plan 
policy 6.3 Freight. 

Taxis and coaches 

80 TfL is satisfied that there are appropriate planning conditions and obligations included 
within the s106 agreement that will secure the necessary taxi and coach infrastructure at key 
locations across the site including all interchanges and at the shopping centre, hotel and 
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conferencing facilities. The design, location and operation of such facilities must be agreed in 
consultation with TfL. 

Summary 

81 TfL is satisfied that the draft section 106 agreement, which includes TfL as a party and 
which secures TfL’s involvement post permission, provides the necessary mechanisms that will 
ensure that the necessary mitigation which is reasonably related to the development will come 
forward when it is needed so ensuring the transport aspects of the development will broadly 
comply with the relevant policies of London Plan. 

82 TfL is now able to support the application on the basis that:  

• TfL has been confirmed as a signatory to the s106 agreement in the Council’s resolution 
to grant planning permission. TfL’s support is offered on the basis that Schedule 3 of the 
section 106 agreement and the Schedules referred to therein in the engrossed and 
ultimately completed version of the agreement remain substantially in the form in which 
they are drafted on 2 March 2010 (save to meet the points set out below) and that 
nothing in the other sections of the section 106 agreement undermine the obligations, 
restrictions and covenants in Schedule 3.  

 
• the Transport Strategy Group must be constituted prior to signing of the s106 under the 

terms that have been agreed in the council’s resolution to grant planning permission. 
 

• timing of payments and expenditure of the CTF contributions must be made as set out in 
this report. 

 
• the applicant will make other contributions outside of the CTF as set out in this report.  

 
• the applicant will ensure through the mechanisms in the s106 agreement that the 

transport impacts of the development are no worse than those assessed in the TA. 
 

• the applicant will ensure through the mechanism secured in the s106 agreement that the 
transport impacts of the development are mitigated at all times during the life of the 
development. 

 
• car parking: subject to the agreed variation to condition 38.2 and the matrix schedule, 

TfL’s concerns have been addressed.  
 

• the applicant will fund the full costs of a new/ enhanced bus station regardless of delays 
in the construction programme. 

 
• a series of targets will be agreed with TfL and set out in the framework travel plan which 

are based on an up to date assessment of the transport network at appropriate 
stages/phases of development.  

 
• the green travel planning measures will be delivered as set out in this report. 

 
• the TSG will ensure that the full funding of step free access by the applicant at Brent 

Cross Underground station is a priority for expenditure of the CTF.  
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• the applicant and Network Rail will use reasonable endeavours to deliver the new railway 
station or alternative mitigation should the station not be forthcoming. 

 
• the Council and the applicant will act reasonably in informing TfL of any proposed 

changes to the application and when submitting reserved matters applications affecting 
the Strategic Transport Network under the terms of the s106 agreement. 

 
83 The above issues will be addressed through agreed variations to conditions and further 
detailed drafting of the s106 agreement and amendments to conditions.  TfL is satisfied that the 
development complies with the London Plan and draft replacement London Plan, and will continue 
to do so in the future. On this basis TfL supports planning permission being granted for this 
strategically important London Opportunity Area.  

Urban design and open space 

84 At consultation stage the masterplan and design guidelines were supported as having 
potential to deliver a high quality development consistent with London Plan policy 4B.1.  Some 
outstanding issues were, however, identified in respect of maximum block lengths, limits of 
deviation for the locations of open space, treatment where the rear of existing properties backs 
onto open space and the need for further illustrative flat layout examples to inform reserved 
matters applications. 

85 In respect of block lengths, discussions with the applicants have secured a reduction in 
proposed block lengths in the Market Quarter development zone (from 178 to 90 metres), Brent 
Terrace development zone (from 146 to 120 metres) and Cricklewood Lane development zone 
(165 to 90 metres).  This is welcomed and will ensure that an appropriate urban grain is achieved.  
In respect of Brent Cross West development zone, the applicants have amended the application so 
that the proposed maximum block length of 170 metres applies only to the south west boundary of 
the zone, where a building of this length is specifically required to act as a buffer between the 
A406 North Circular Road and the residential development behind.  In respect of Brent Cross East, 
Eastern Lands and Brent Terrace development zones, the applicants have provided satisfactory 
justification for the proposed block lengths which also seeks to mitigate the impacts of sthe 
surrounding environment; this is accepted. 

86 In respect of limits of deviation for the locations of open space, the applicants have 
explained that the majority of open spaces within the scheme are defined by adjacent routes which 
themselves are subject to limits of deviation.  The final location of these open spaces will therefore 
respond to the final location of these adjacent routes.  Notwithstanding this, the application has 
been amended to define the development zone within which each open space will be located.  
Furthermore, prior to the submission of reserved matters applications for any development zone, 
the applicant will be required to define the specific location of primary and secondary routes and 
open spaces within that zone.  This is accepted. 

87 Further consideration has been given to boundary treatment between the rear boundaries 
of existing residential properties and adjacent open spaces.  The Revised Design Guidelines identify 
the need for buffer planting of appropriate design and density to act as a visually permeable 
physical barrier and provide a series of illustrative sections with explanatory principles and 
parameters.  This is welcomed. 

88 At the consultation stage, further examples of flat layout typologies were requested.  The 
applicants have responded by including additional illustrative examples of second and third floor 
flats in the courtyard block typology, and have provided block studies of the terraced properties in 
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Brent Terrace development zone and a point block in Market Square.  This is welcomed and 
provides a sound basis for informing reserved matters applications.   

89 Since the consultation stage, the Mayor has published the Draft Housing Design Guide 
(July 2009) for social housing and the draft replacement London Plan includes a new policy (3.5) 
on space standards, set out in Table 3.3.  Paragraphs 3.31 to 3.33 of the draft replacement London 
Plan state the Mayor’s intention to produce guidance on the implementation of policy 3.5 for all 
tenures in a new housing SPG, drawing on the guidance contained in the draft Housing Design 
Guide.  As set out above the applicants have provided illustrative examples of flat layouts, which 
are scaled on plan and respond positively to the new draft standards proposed by the Mayor.  The 
revised design and access statement will provide adequate detail for the Council to negotiate 
appropriate space standards within reserved matters applications which will be tested against policy 
at that time, and through the examples within the revised design and access statement.        

Inclusive access 

90 The stage one report concluded that the design and access statement provides broad and 
overarching commitments to achieving an inclusive environment but identified requirements for 
further work at reserved matters stage to secure implementation of London Plan policy 4B.5 and to 
ensure that the principles of inclusive design are fully integrated and implemented into the 
scheme.  These included submission of an access statement for each of the reserved matters 
applications, creation of an independent Brent Cross Cricklewood consultative access forum, a 
feasibility study into the development of a mobility scheme for Clitterhouse playing fields, and 
submission of an accessible wayfinding information and interpretation strategy. 

91 The applicants have agreed to the creation of a consultative access forum, which is secured 
by condition.  Draft terms of reference for inclusion in the section 106 agreement have also been 
submitted.  The proposed format and remit of the consultative access forum is supported. 

92  Under the conditions attached to the planning permission, the applicant will be prevented 
from submitting a reserved matters application for any phase of the development until an inclusive 
access strategy, to be prepared in consultation with the consultative access forum, has been 
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.  The inclusive access strategy is 
required to include design standards for accessible wayfinding information and interpretation and 
to address feasibility of a Clitterhouse mobility scheme, full details of which are also secured by 
condition.  The inclusive access strategy will be required to be reviewed and resubmitted for 
approval every five years during the course of development.  The applicant is also required to 
submit an ‘explanatory report’ with each reserved matters application, the scope of which requires 
access matters to be addressed, having regard to the principles established in the Revised Design 
and Access Statement.   

93 In accordance with London Plan policy 3B.5, all new homes will be constructed to Lifetime 
Homes standards and ten per cent will constructed or be easily adaptable for wheelchair users, 
secured by condition.   

94 The proposed conditions and terms of reference for the consultative access forum 
satisfactorily address the issues raised at stage one and the application complies with London Plan 
policy 4B.5. 

Waste 

95 At consultation stage the principle of the replacement waste management site between 
Edgware Road and the Midland mainline railway line was accepted in relation to London Plan 
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policy 4A.24.  The site’s intended use for waste management has since been further established by 
its identification as a potential new waste management site in the North London Joint Waste 
development plan document (preferred options stage); this is welcomed.  However, further 
discussions with the applicant and North London Waste Authority (NLWA) were sought with a view 
to furthering issues relating to delivery of the preferred MBT or MHT technologies, and the ability 
of the new site to meet the maximum throughput that the existing Hendon waste transfer station 
can achieve. 

96 Notwithstanding the identification of the site in the North London Joint Waste DPD 
preferred options document as a potential new waste management site, the proposed technology 
remains subject to NLWA’s competitive procurement process and as such the applicant is unable to 
make an unequivocal commitment to implementation of the preferred technologies and delivery of 
the refuse derived fuel for the CHP system.  However, the applicants’ intentions in this regard are 
clear and the parameters and principles of the new facility are clearly set out in the application.  
Any significant variation from the parameters and principles will require a new planning application, 
which would be likely to be referable to the Mayor under category 2B of the schedule to the Town 
and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.  This will provide an opportunity to ensure 
that the finally selected technology complies with London Plan policy as may be applicable at the 
time, for example the criteria set out in draft replacement London Plan policy 5.17B.   

97 Under the conditions attached to the planning permission, the existing Hendon waste 
transfer station will be prevented from closure until the new facility is operational.  This will ensure 
the ongoing effective management of waste in the area and that there is no temporary or 
permanent loss of waste management capacity.  In respect of the throughput of the new facility, 
the applicant’s waste input assumptions identify a maximum annual throughput of 150,000 tonnes 
per annum (tpa) of dry recyclables, 50,000 tpa of green and food waste, 250,000 tpa of mixed 
black bag waste, with a further 150,000 tpa of fuel from the residual treatment plant through the 
combined heat and power plant.  The application complies with the requirements of London Plan 
policy 4A.24 and is acceptable.    

98 The Mayor is advised that the proposed location of the waste handling facility is subject to 
significant local opposition, including from its existing owners Bestway Holdings, principally on the 
grounds of impact on residential amenity (noise, odour and air quality), traffic movements to and 
from the site, an inaccurate perception that the proposed facility involves incineration, and issues 
relating to the lawfulness of the site’s designation in the Barnet UDP.  The site for the new facility 
was chosen for a number of reasons, principally its location adjacent to the railway line (to allow 
the opportunity for the new facility to be rail-linked), ease of access to and from the strategic road 
network, and its position in relation to existing and proposed residential areas.  GLA officers remain 
of the opinion that this is the most appropriate alternative site to the existing Hendon facility, 
which is required as part of the new town centre, and that the applicant has demonstrated that the 
environmental impacts associated with the new facility can be mitigated to an acceptable level.    In 
respect of the issues relating to the site’s designation in the Barnet UDP, the Council has 
undertaken a detailed assessment of the policy position, and has provided an in-depth response to 
Bestway Holdings’s representations in this regard. 

Climate change 

99 At consultation stage the broad principles of the energy strategy were supported but 
further information and revisions were sought in respect of the need for a back up renewable 
energy strategy that complements the combined heat and power (CHP), commitments to exceed 
Building Regulations requirements for sustainability and carbon dioxide emissions, and 
commitments to and a better understanding of how the combined heat and power network will 
evolve in relation to phasing of the development.  
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100 The need for a back up energy strategy arises from the uncertainty surrounding delivery of 
the refuse derived fuel (as discussed above) to supply the CHP plant.  Under the terms of the 
section 106 agreement the applicant is obliged to use all reasonable endeavours to reach 
agreement with NLWA to provide for the supply of refuse derived fuel to the CHP plant.  In the 
event that the use of refuse derived fuel is determined to be unfeasible, the applicants will be 
required to submit a Revised Energy Strategy, prepared in consultation with the Council and GLA, 
which will need to demonstrate alternative ways in which carbon dioxide savings will be achieved 
including through renewable energy technologies, and will inform reserved matters applications.  
This will be secured by condition.  

101 If the use of refuse derived fuel from the waste facility proves feasible, it is likely that 
carbon savings will exceed 50% beyond minimum Building Regulations 2006 requirements.  In the 
event that the use of refuse derived fuel proves unfeasible, the applicants will be required to 
minimise carbon dioxide emissions via alternative measures, to be determined through the Revised 
Energy Strategy.   

102 Since stage one, the applicants have reconsidered their position in respect of commitments 
to carbon dioxide savings and have agreed that all residential development will achieve a minimum 
44% reduction in carbon emissions beyond minimum Building Regulations 2006 requirements, and 
that non-residential development will achieve a minimum 20% reduction in carbon emissions 
beyond Building Regulations 2006 requirements.  The 44% carbon saving for residential buildings 
is in line with the Government’s intention to make this a mandatory requirements as of 2013.  It is 
anticipated that by 2016 and 2019 all new residential and non-residential development respectively 
will be required to be zero carbon.  Given the anticipated length of the build out programme, it is 
likely that most of the buildings in the scheme will be caught by more stringent mandatory 
Building Regulations requirements.  Notwithstanding this, the applicants’ proposed carbon savings 
are acceptable in relation to the requirement of London Plan policy 4A.1 to minimise emissions of 
carbon dioxide. 

103 In respect of the evolution of the CHP network, the applicant has explained that the 
location of the plant alongside Tilling Road West will enable district heating infrastructure to be 
installed along this route as it is upgraded as part of the primary development package.  This will 
be able to connect directly into the new development around Market Square and will form the 
basis for connection to future phases.  Any development which precedes the CHP network will be 
provided with the necessary infrastructure to allow connection at a later date.  The applicant has 
indicated that the central plant is likely to be installed in modules to allow capacity to increase 
progressively as the development is built out. 

104 In response to recommendations made at stage one, the applicant has also agreed to the 
creation of an energy panel, which will be made up of officers of the Council, the GLA, the 
applicants and the applicants’ energy consultants, and may also call upon external expertise as 
necessary.  The role of the panel will be to advise upon and monitor implementation of the energy 
strategy, comment upon reserved matters applications and maintain and update an energy 
consolidation plan.  Its overarching objective will be to maximise the opportunity to deliver a single 
site-wide CHP network fuelled by refuse derived fuel obtained from the waste handling facility.  
Creation of the panel is welcomed and will help to ensure the scheme complies with the 
requirements of London Plan energy policies as it is built out.    

Noise 

105 At consultation stage, clarification was sought in respect of aspects of the noise assessment 
and mitigation strategy.  Submission of an acoustic design report for residential development will 
be secured by condition.  This will be required to demonstrate that residential units are designed in 
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accordance with a hierarchy of noise mitigation measures.  Other noise sensitive development will 
also be required to meet acceptable internal noise standards.  The proposed noise barrier adjacent 
to railway line in the Brent Terrace development zone has been secured by condition.  The 
applicants have provided acceptable justification as to why it would not be appropriate to provide a 
noise barrier along the Spine Road.  The requirements of London Plan policy 4A.20 have now been 
met.   

Phasing and infrastructure triggers 

106 At consultation stage, concerns were expressed about the absence of a committed phasing 
plan and inadequate explanation of the rationale behind the proposed physical and social 
infrastructure triggers, in particular how they relate to impact.     

107 The applicants will be required to submit a detailed phasing plan for approval of the Council 
prior to commencement of development.  It is recognised that there is need for flexibility within 
any subsequent permission given the nature and scale of development proposed.  Whilst this is the 
case, there is need for control in broad terms.  The section 106 agreement and conditions require 
the applicants to submit detailed delivery programmes for each phase to ensure that development 
is delivered in a comprehensive manner.  The Council will therefore retain control over any 
variations to the phasing and programming of the development and delivery of critical 
infrastructure.   

108 The guarantee of delivery of every phase cannot be reasonably secured, however the 
Council has adequate control to ensure the phasing is appropriate as the development proceeds.  In 
addition, the primary concern related to how impacts would be tested and how these would be 
sequenced in terms of mitigation of those impacts.  The fundamental need for control related 
mainly to the physical infrastructure and the impacts on the transport network.  As reported above, 
the applicant has agreed to commit to implementation of a number of mechanisms that will enable 
the assessment of impacts of the development on the Strategic Transport Network on a phase by 
phase basis, and specifically to ensure that the development impacts are no worse than those 
assessed in the Transport Assessment for the completed development.  This will be undertaken 
prior to the commencement of development within a phase.  

109 The control is further developed through the triggers as set out in appendix 7 of the revised 
Development Framework Specification.  These remain broadly as submitted but following detailed 
discussion will operate as pre-phase requirements and will be considered as development comes 
forward in each phase. 

110 The level of control is such that the monitoring and testing of phasing and the associated 
impacts will be managed by the Council and TfL and will operate prior to development 
commencing.    

 

Response to consultation 

Representations to the Council 

111 The Council has carried out three rounds of statutory consultation on the application, in 
April 2008, November 2008 and May 2009, in which consultation letters were sent to more then 
20,000 local residents and businesses, and has held two public exhibitions.  In addition, the 
applicants have carried out their own consultation exercises including a mobile exhibition and 
leaflet drops, and created a website dedicated to the application. 
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112 The application has attracted considerable local interest, with the majority of respondents 
being opposed to the scheme on a wide range of issues.  The Council has undertaken a thorough 
review of consultation responses, which are described in appendix 4 of the committee report and 
appended to this report.   

Objections

113    511 letters of objection were received from local residents and businesses, including 303 
standard letters produced by the Campaign for Better Transport.  A 360-signature petition was 
received from Cricklewood Community Forum and a 800-signature petition was submitted by Sarah 
Teather MP.  800 postcard responses were received from Bestway customers.  Further standard 
letters were received from residents of Railway Terraces, Brent Terrace and other residents in the 
NW2 area. 

114 Several residents associations and amenity societies object to the application.  The 
Campaign for Better Transport objects to the application.  Concerns have also been expressed by 
Barnet Friends of the Earth, Barnet and Brent Cyclists, Freight on Rail and the London Wildlife 
Trust (Barnet Borough Group), among others.   

115 Objections have been received from Sarah Teather MP (Brent East), Dawn Butler MP (Brent 
South), Andrew Dismore MP (Hendon), Brian Coleman AM (Barnet and Camden), Navin Shah AM 
(Brent and Harrow) and Darren Johnson AM.  

116 Camden and Brent Councils object to the scheme.  Haringey Council has requested specific 
transport conditions/section 106 contributions.  Hertsmere Borough Council generally supports the 
application, but with reservations in respect of transport and retail impact.   

Support 

117 8 letters of support were received from local residents.  In addition, North London Business, 
Claremont Primary School, the Metropolitan Police (Borough Commander), Barnet College, Barnet 
Voluntary Service Council and Barnet NHS Primary Care Trust support the application. 

118 English Heritage, Natural England, Sport England, Thames Water and the London Fire 
Brigade have no objection to the application.  CABE, Network Rail and North London Waste 
Authority support the application.  The Highways Agency and the Environment Agency have lifted 
their initial objections to the application.       

Representations to the Mayor 

119 Further representations from local residents and Assembly Members (Navin Shah, Brian 
Coleman and Darren Johnson) were also sent directly to the Mayor and have been, or are in the 
process of being, individually responded to.  The issues raised may be summarised as follows: 

Transport 

• Inadequacies in the transport assessment and modal shift assumptions 
• Massive increase in traffic levels will result in gridlock within the site and surrounding area 
• Increased air pollution levels  
• Inadequate public transport improvements 
• Need for an orbital light rail system 
• Potential closure of Cricklewood station 
• Too little parking, will cause acute parking problems in local area 
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• Too much parking, will discourage use of public transport  
• Inadequate provision for cyclists 
• New rail station should be built earlier 

 
Comment: the transport assessment including trip generation and mode shift assumptions has been 
subject to considerable scrutiny by TfL and the Council.  Transport issues are fully addressed in 
both this report and the Mayor’s response to the consultation stage.  There is no convincing case 
for a light rail system, which remains an aspiration and unfunded.  There are no plans to close 
Cricklewood station. 

 
Housing 

• Too much new housing and too dense 
• Insufficient affordable housing 
• Insufficient provision of family housing 
• Too many flats and not enough houses 

 
Comment: issues relating to housing density and the proposed mix of units were addressed in the 
Mayor’s response to the consultation stage.  A mix of family housing is provided and the density 
accords with guidance in the London Plan density matrix.  The maximum reasonable amount of 
affordable housing has been secured in accordance with London Plan policy 3A.10. 

 
Retail 

• No justification for a new town centre 
• Insufficient consideration of impact on other town centres 
• Impact on Cricklewood Broadway 

 
Comment: The principle of a new town centre at Brent Cross is established by the Barnet UDP, the 
London Plan and the development framework.  Impact on other town centres has been assessed 
and is acceptable. 

 
Design 

• Buildings are too tall and will harm the character of the area 
• Missed opportunity to create a new garden suburb 

 
Comment: design issues including tall buildings were addressed in the stage one report.  A new 
garden suburb would not deliver the objectives of the Barnet UDP, London Plan or development 
framework, and would not accord with national planning policy. 
 
 

Open space 

• Loss of existing open space and insufficient replacement 
• Objections to development on green space adjacent to B&Q 

 
Comment: issues relating to open space were addressed in the stage one report.  The scheme will 
deliver an increase of 8 hectares of open space.  The green space adjacent to B&Q is not protected 
open space and its loss is not of strategic concern given the increase in open space provision 
overall. 
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Social infrastructure 

• Insufficient provision of schools and doctors surgeries 

Comment: social infrastructure provision was assessed in the Mayor’s response to the consultation 
stage and is acceptable. 

Waste facility and CHP 

• Objections to incineration 
• Waste facility is too close to existing residential properties 
• Impacts of noise, odour and emissions on environment and health 
• Impact of HGV movements on road network 
• Chimney is too tall 

 
Comment: issues relating to the proposed waste facility is discussed in both this report and the 
Mayor’s response to the consultation stage.  Gasification is not a form of mass burn incineration.  
The CHP plant will produce emissions but these have been subject to environmental impact 
assessment and are acceptable.  The height of the chimney has been assessed as part of the 
masterplan and the impact of vehicle movements to and from the facility has been accounted for in 
the transport assessment.  

 
Flooding 

• Increased flood risk 

Comment: flooding issues were discussed in the Mayor’s response to the consultation stage and 
have been satisfactorily addressed. 

Other

• Insufficient consultation by the Council 
• Mayor should call in the application 
• Application should be subject to a public inquiry 

 
Comment: GLA officers are satisfied that the consultation process carried out by the Council went 
beyond statutory requirements.  A decision in respect of a call-in inquiry will need to be taken by 
the Secretary of State in due course. 
 
Legal considerations 

120 Under the arrangements set out in article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2000 the Mayor has the power to direct the local planning authority to refuse 
permission for a planning application referred to him under article 3 of the Order.  In doing so the 
Mayor must have regard to the matters set out in article 5(2) of the Order, including the principle 
purposes of the Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, 
national policies and international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River 
Thames.  The Mayor may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary 
to good strategic planning in Greater London.  If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set 
out his reasons, and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. 

Financial considerations 
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121 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 8/93 (‘Award of Costs in Planning and 
Other (including Compulsory Purchase Order) Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay 
their own expenses arising from an appeal.  

122 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal.  A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

Conclusion 

123 At consultation stage the principle of the proposed development and the comprehensive 
regeneration of Brent Cross Cricklewood was supported.  Outstanding issues relating to retail, 
affordable housing, transport, urban design, open space and inclusive access, waste, energy, 
phasing and infrastructure triggers have been fully resolved through revisions to the planning 
application, conditions and section 106 obligations.  The application complies with London Plan 
policy and there are no outstanding issues that warrant a Mayoral direction to refuse planning 
permission. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager - Planning Decisions 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895    email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Claire O’Brien, Case Officer 
020 7983 4269    email claire.o’brien@london.gov.uk 
Matthew Carpen, Case Officer 
020 7983 4272    email matthew.carpen@london.gov.uk 
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planning report PDU/1483/01 

11 February 2009 

Brent Cross Cricklewood 
in the London Borough of Barnet 

planning application no. C/17559/08  

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (old powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Act 1999; Town & 
Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2000. 

The proposal 

Outline application for comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of the Brent Cross Cricklewood 
regeneration area comprising residential, town centre uses including retail, leisure, hotel and 
conference facilities, offices, industrial and other business uses, rail-based freight facilities, waste 
handling facility, petrol filling station, community, health and education facilities, private hospital, 
open space and public realm, landscaping and recreation facilities, new rail and bus stations, 
vehicular and pedestrian bridges, underground and multi-storey car parking, works to the River 
Brent and Clitterhouse Stream and associated infrastructure, demolition and alterations of existing 
building structures, electricity generation stations, relocated electricity substation, free standing 
or building mounted wind turbines, alterations to existing railway infrastructure including 
Cricklewood railway track and station and Brent Cross London Underground station, creation of 
new strategic accesses and internal road layout, at grade or underground conveyor from waste 
handling facility to combined heat and power plant, infrastructure and associated facilities 
together with any required temporary works or structures and associated utilities/services 
required by the development.   

The applicant 

The applicants are Hammerson, Standard Life Investments and Brookfield Europe (“the 
Brent Cross Development Partners”), and the architect is Allies & Morrison Architects.  

Strategic issues  

The principle of comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of the Brent Cross Cricklewood 
regeneration area is fully supported.  The proposal broadly accords with the strategic principles of 
the Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Opportunity Area Planning Framework.  
The creation of a new town centre is strongly supported and the proposed quantum of retail 
floorspace is acceptable.  The creation of around 7,500 new residential units is supported.  A 
baseline of 15% affordable housing is proposed; the outcome of a viability review is currently 
awaited.  The masterplan is of a high quality and subject to detailed points of clarification and 
agreeing limits of deviation accords with London Plan urban design policies.  The package of 
social and community facilities, open space and public realm improvements is acceptable.  
There are a number of outstanding transport issues, which require further work and discussion.  
The creation of an access forum is recommended in order to ensure that the principles of 
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inclusive design are integrated and implemented in future reserved matters applications.  The 
noise, air quality and biodiversity impacts of the development have been assessed and 
mitigation proposed where appropriate.  The replacement waste management site is London 
Plan policy compliant and the proposed use of refuse derived fuel to supply the site-wide 
combined heat and power network is supported.  Commitments to energy efficiency and 
provision of the CHP network will need to be secured in the section 106 agreement, including 
options for a back up renewable energy strategy.  Implementation of the scheme and 
infrastructure provision will be controlled by a series of Grampian conditions and 
infrastructure triggers, which require further discussion before these can be formally agreed.   

Recommendation 

That Barnet Council be advised that the principle of the proposed development is fully supported 
but that a number of issues (transport: as summarised in paragraph 66 and other matters as 
summarised in the conclusions to this report) that need to be resolved before the application is 
referred back to the Mayor for final decision. 

Context 

1 On 11 April 2008, Barnet Council consulted the Mayor of London on a proposal to develop 
the above site for the above uses.  Under the provisions of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2000 the Mayor has the same opportunity as other statutory consultees to 
comment on the revised proposal.  This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use in deciding 
what comments to make. 

2 The application is referable under Categories 1A, 1B, 1C, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B and 3F of the 
Schedule to the Order 2000:  

1A: ”Development which -  

(a) Comprises or includes the provision of more than 500 houses, flats, or houses and 
flats; or 

(b) Comprises or includes the provision of flats or houses and the development occupies 
more than 10 hectares”. 

 
1B: “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses, flats, 
or houses and flats), which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings – 
    

 (c) Outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square 
metres.” 

1C: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building in respect of which one 
or more of the following conditions is met – 
         

(c) The building is more than 30 metres high and outside the City of London. 
 
2B: “Waste development to provide an installation with capacity for a throughput of more than 
50,000 tonnes per annum of waste produced outside the land in respect of which planning 
permission is sought.” 
 
2C: “Development to provide –  
 

(d) a railway station; 
(f) a bus or coach station.” 
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3A: “Development which is likely to –  

 (a) result in the loss of more than 200 houses, flats, or houses and flats (irrespective of 
whether the development would entail also the provision of new houses or flats).” 

3B: “Development –  

 (a) which occupies more than 4 hectares of land which is used for a use within Class B1 
(business), B2 (general industrial) or B8 (storage or distribution) of the Use Classes Order.” 

3F: “Development for a use, other than residential use, which includes the provision of more than 
200 car parking spaces in connection with that use”.  

3 If Barnet Council subsequently decides that it is minded to grant planning permission, it 
must first allow the Mayor an opportunity to decide whether to direct the Council to refuse 
permission. 

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into 
account in the consideration of this case. 

5 The Mayor’s comments on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

6 The 151 hectare site is defined to the west by the Edgware Road (A5) and the Midland 
mainline railway line and to the east by the A41, and is bisected east to west by the A406 North 
Circular Road.  It is adjacent to junction one of the M1 and includes the existing Brent Cross 
shopping centre and bus station to the north of the North Circular; Brent South shopping park, 
existing Tesco store and Toys ‘R’ Us to the south of the North Circular; the Whitefield estate, 
comprised of approximately 220 residential units; Whitefield secondary, Mapledown and Claremont 
primary schools; Brent Cross London underground station to the east; Clarefield and Claremont 
parks and Clitterhouse playing fields (metropolitan open land); a waste transfer station; and 
Cricklewood rail station to the far south.  The Templehof bridge provides the only direct north-
south link across the North Circular Road.  A section of the River Brent, contained within a uniform 
concrete channel, flows east to west through the site to the south of the shopping centre.  The 
London Borough of Brent is located to the immediate west of the application site, on the opposite 
side of the A5 Edgware Road.   

7 The site is both heavily dominated and highly constrained by the existing road network and 
rail infrastructure, as well as industrial land, former railway land, retail sheds and large swathes of 
surface car parking, which collectively create a hostile and unattractive urban environment.  To the 
north, east and south, the site is surrounded by traditional low rise suburban development, 
predominantly two storey semi-detached houses with associated infrastructure including schools 
and open spaces, the largest and most significant of which is the Clitterhouse playing fields.   

8 The application site currently has a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of between 1 
and 5, where 1 is low and 6 is high.  It includes key parts of the Transport for London Road 
Network (TLRN) at Hendon Way (A41) and the North Circular Road (A406).  The site is also 
bounded by the A5 Edgware Road, part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN).  The area also 
includes sections of the Midland Mainline railway between London St. Pancras and Derby including 
the existing Cricklewood station.  The Edgware branch of the Northern line also runs close to the 
site and Brent Cross Underground station is included in the regeneration area.  Brent Cross bus 
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station provides access to 18 bus routes (including Green Line).  The majority of these services 
provide access from and through the site via the TLRN or SRN. 

Details of the proposal 

9 The application proposals subdivide the site into a series of character areas, or 
‘development zones.’  There are nine in total: Brent Cross East and Brent Cross West (both to the 
north of the North Circular Road), Station Quarter, Market Quarter, Eastern Lands, Brent Terrace, 
Railway Lands, Clitterhouse playing fields and Cricklewood Lane (all to the south of the North 
Circular Road). 

10 The development zones are identified in figure 1 below.  The mix of uses proposed for each 
development zone is as follows: 

• Brent Cross East: mixed use including retail, residential, business, leisure, community 
facilities and enhanced public transport facilities. 

• Brent Cross West: predominantly residential development. 

• Market Quarter: mixed use including residential and retail, with a hotel and community uses 
including health care and leisure provision. 

• Eastern lands: mixed use including education, leisure and health care facilities, business and 
retail uses and residential.   

• Brent Terrace: residential development with retail and education facilities. 

• Clitterhouse playing fields: improved and enhanced open space, including education and 
community facilities. 

• Station Quarter: new mainline rail station and business uses, with residential, retail and 
leisure uses. 

• Railway lands: industrial development, including waste handling facility, rail freight facility 
and other business uses. 

• Cricklewood Lane: mixed use including residential, retail and health care facilities with 
improvements to Cricklewood rail station. 

11 Figure 1 below illustrates Parameter Plan 001 which identifies the nine development zones.  
Figure 2 below shows the total development floorspace proposed, in square metres and by gross 
external area. 



 

Figure 1 Parameter Plan OO1 showing development zones (source: Development Specification and Framework document).  
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Figure 2 total development floorspace proposed (source: Development Specification and Framework). 
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12 The main components of the outline planning application as a whole are as follows: 

A new town centre 

13 The application proposals seek to expand and remodel the currently inward-looking Brent 
Cross shopping centre and integrate it into a new town centre spanning the North Circular Road, 
including the creation of a new High Street from the existing shopping centre, extending south of 
the North Circular Road by means of a new bridge, with a range of town centre uses including new 
retail, restaurant, cafes, bars, leisure and community uses.  This new high street would pass 
through a new market square and lead onto a new public space in from of the proposed new 
railway station.  The character would change from all retail at the existing shopping centre through 
to largely commercial office uses close to the station.  The new town centre would be supported by 
a significant quantum of new residential development.   

14 The existing surface car park to the west of the shopping centre will be redeveloped to 
accommodate new retail provision in the form of a department store.  The application proposes to 
relocate the bus station to the existing surface level car park immediately north of the North 
Circular Road.  The environment of the town centre would be enhanced by the realigned River 
Brent, with associated landscaping and riverside walkway. 

Retail 

15 The application includes substantial new retail floorspace, with a total net increase of circa 
75,000 square metres of comparison, convenience and other retail (class A2-A5) uses.  This will 
comprise extensions to the existing shopping centre, provision as part of the new town centre, and 
further provision in the Market Quarter, Station Quarter and Eastern Lands development zones.  
Existing retail space at Tilling Road (Tesco and Toys ‘R’ Us) and Edgware Road (Lidl) will be 
redeveloped for other uses.  The existing John Lewis department store in the shopping centre is 
proposed to be relocated to new premises to the west of the shopping centre, with the existing 
unit remodelled and sub-divided to form a series of smaller units.  A replacement Tesco store of 
13,285 sq.m. is proposed in the Eastern Lands zone, to form part of town centre south. 

16 The total retail floorspace proposed by development zone is as follows: 

Table 1 Retail floorspace by development zone (source: Development Specification and 
Framework). 

Floorspace sq.m. gross Development zone 
Proposed Decommissioned/demolished Net 

increase 
PDP (north) 38,626 6,545 32,081 
PDP (south) 22,575 5,313 17,262 
Brent Cross East 39,507 0 39,507 
Market Quarter 3,669 0 3,669 
Eastern lands 929 4,229 -3,300 
Station quarter 4,645 17,803 -13,158 
Brent Terrace 372 0 372 
Cricklewood Lane 604 0 604 
Rail lands 0 1,372 -1,372 
Total 110,927 35,262 75,665 
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Design and tall buildings 

17 The masterplan has been developed over a series of nine discrete development zones.  Each 
zone has its own character in terms of the predominant land use, building heights including tall 
buildings, quantity of development, type of open space and transport infrastructure. 

18 The outline nature of the application means that the detailed design and locations of 
buildings will be controlled by a set of broad parameters and design guidelines set out within the 
Design and Access Statement and within the Development Specification and Framework, which 
includes a set of Parameter Plans. 

19 The Parameter Plans and design guidelines will inform the detailed design of buildings as 
they progress to reserved matters applications.  Currently building heights across the masterplan 
will range from between 6 metres to 100 metres.  The Parameter Plans will specify which zones will 
conform to the relevant heights, land uses, street typology and other design factors, having regard 
to the context of the masterplan and surrounding area as a whole. 

20 These documents are further supplemented by scale thresholds which consider the width 
and length of development blocks within building zones.  These are set out in the Development 
Specification and Framework (appendix 10).  A set of detailed Design Guidelines will inform the 
building frontages and public realm based on street typology and other design criteria.  The key 
theme across the masterplan is the use of the perimeter blocks, courtyard gardens and a mix of 
open spaces.  This approach applies to the range of land uses proposed across the application, not 
just residential use.  Each development zone is described in further detail within the design section 
of this report. 

Housing 

21 The application seeks outline planning permission for 712,053 square metres (gross 
external area) of residential development.  The rationale for this approach is to ensure sufficient 
flexibility to enable the total unit numbers to be determined with reference to the detailed design 
of individual block layouts, efficiency of floorspace and appropriate unit sizes at the time of 
delivery.  It is, however, expected that in the region of 7,323 new homes will be delivered, of which 
at least 15% are proposed to be affordable, with a tenure split of 70:30 social rented: intermediate, 
which would equate to 769 social rented and 329 intermediate units.  In terms of the mix of unit 
sizes, 33% (c. 2,423 units) are proposed to be 1-bedroom, 46% (c. 3,364 units) 2-bedroom and 
21% (c. 1,536 units) 3- and 4-bedroom.  These numbers are, however, indicative and are not fixed 
as part of the planning application.  Three housing typologies are proposed: perimeter blocks, 
point blocks and terraced housing, the majority of which will be located in the Market Quarter, 
Eastern Lands and Brent Terrace development zones.  The existing Whitefield estate is proposed to 
be redeveloped and replaced. 

Open space 

22 As a whole the regeneration area already benefits from seven existing areas of open space, 
providing a total of 25.23 hectares, the most substantial of these being Clitterhouse playing fields.  
The masterplan provides five new areas of open space and ten new civic spaces providing a total 
(including existing areas of open space) of 33.76 hectares.  Each development zone has been 
designed to include a piece of public realm or public open space at its core.  The range and scale of 
open spaces proposed across the masterplan is set out in table 3 in the open space section of this 
report. 
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Transport 

23 The application includes a package of transport and highways measures.  These include: 

• A new railway station on the Midland Mainline between the existing Cricklewood and 
Hendon stations. 

• Works to Brent Cross London underground station to provide improved bus access, 
improved accessibility via a new pedestrian bridge link across the A41 and A406, and 
step-free access. 

• A new and improved bus station which replaces the existing and will be located on the 
existing surface car park immediately north of the A406. 

• Improved bus services. 

• Works to Cricklewood station. 

• A new vehicular, pedestrian and cycle bridge over the A406, to replace the existing 
Templehof bridge. 

• A new pedestrian bridge over the A406 connecting Brent Cross East with the Eastern 
Lands. 

• Alterations and improvements to thirty highway junctions. 

• A new junction and road bridge over the Midland mainline railway, to connect the site to 
the A5 to the west. 

• New rail stabling infrastructure and rail-based freight facilities. 

• A network of pedestrian and cycle routes. 

• Travel plan measures including car clubs. 

• A transport fund and transport advisory group (TAG). 

 
Primary Development Package

24 The primary development package (PDP), which in effect constitutes phase one of the 
development, represents the initial commitment by the applicants regarding the delivery of the 
regeneration scheme.  It comprises the following. 

• 885 residential units in the Market Quarter. 

• 428 residential units in the Eastern Lands. 

• 36 residential units in Brent Terrace. 

• 38,626 sq.m. new retail floorspace at Brent Cross East. 

• 3,066 sq.m. new retail floorspace at the Market Quarter. 

• 19,509 sq.m. new retail floorspace in the Eastern Lands. 

• two new hotels (in Brent Cross East and Market Quarter) 

• 12,292 sq.m. leisure use at Brent Cross East. 

• 4,961 sq.m. leisure use at Market Quarter. 

• 500 sq.m. community facility at Brent Cross East. 
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• 1,075 sq.m. community facility at Market Quarter (temporary health centre/neighbourhood 
policing unit). 

• 4,864 sq.m. community facility at Brent Terrace (new Claremont Primary school). 

• 251 sq.m. community facility at Clitterhouse playing fields. 

• new waste handing facility at Railway lands (24,619 sq.m.). 

• creation of new Brent Cross and Market Square. 

• removal of Clarefield park, and improvements to Claremont park and Clitterhouse playing 
fields. 

• Modification works to the River Brent. 

• Replacement of Templehof Bridge. 

• Brent Terrace Green Corridor. 

• Initial set up of the scheme wide combined heat and power plant. 

25 The remaining build out of the proposed development will be controlled by a series of 
triggers.  These are discussed in more detail in the phasing section of this report. 

Case History 

26 The existing Brent Cross shopping centre was the subject of planning applications in the 
mid-1990’s for an extension to provide an additional circa 27,000 sq.m. of retail floorspace and for 
a new multi-storey car park.  The applications were called in for determination by the Secretary of 
State and were subject to a public inquiry in 1999.  In April 2000, the Secretary of State granted 
planning permission for the multi-storey car park but refused permission for the extension to the 
shopping centre.  The latter was subject to judicial review and subsequently High Court challenge.  
In issuing the final refusal of planning permission in December 2003, the Secretary of State 
concluded that Brent Cross shopping centre was not a town centre, that he was not satisfied as to 
the need for the development and that the site selection did not properly follow the sequential 
approach. 

27 The applicants had, by this time, began working with the Council, Greater London Authority 
and other key landowners in the area to secure a joint approach to the wider regeneration of the 
Brent Cross and Cricklewood area, within which Brent Cross would emerge as a new fully functional 
mixed use town centre.  The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Opportunity Area 
Planning Framework was produced collaboratively by the Council, Greater London Authority and 
landowners and developers in the area.  The framework has the status of supplementary planning 
guidance.   

28 The creation of a new town centre together with the wider regeneration of the area was 
also promoted through the review of the Council’s unitary development plan (UDP) and was 
considered as part of the 2004 public inquiry into the replacement UDP.  The planning inspector 
agreed with this new approach and the replacement UDP was adopted in 2006 with a specific 
chapter relating to the regeneration of Cricklewood, West Hendon and Brent Cross. 

29 The current planning application is the product of several years of collaborative working 
between the applicant, Barnet Council and the Greater London Authority and seeks to realise the 
vision set out in the planning framework. 
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Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

30 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

• Economic development London Plan; the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy 
• Housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Providing for Children and 

Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPG; 
• Affordable housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG 
• Density London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG 
• Urban design London Plan; PPS1 
• Mix of uses London Plan 
• Regeneration London Plan; the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy 
• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13; Land for 

Transport Functions SPG  
• Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13 
• Retail London Plan; PPS6; PPG13 
• Open land London Plan; PPG17  
• MOL London Plan; PPG2 
• Playing fields London Plan; PPG17 
• Employment London Plan; PPG4; draft PPS4; Industrial Capacity SPG 
• Biodiversity London Plan; the Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy; Improving 

Londoner’s Access to Nature: Implementation Report; PPS9 
• Access London Plan; PPS1; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 

environment SPG; Wheelchair Accessible Housing BPG; Planning 
and Access for Disabled People: a good practice guide (ODPM) 

• Equal opportunities London Plan; Planning for Equality and Diversity in Meeting the 
spatial needs of London’s diverse communities SPG; Diversity 
and Equality in Planning: A good practice guide (ODPM)  

• Tall buildings London Plan;  
• Ambient noise London Plan; the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy; PPG24 
• Air quality London Plan; the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy; The Control of 

dust and emissions from construction and demolition BPG; 
PPS23 

• Health London Plan; Health Issues in Planning BPG 
• Climate change London Plan; PPS, PPS Planning and Climate Change 

Supplement to PPS1; PPS3; PPG13; PPS22; the Mayor’s Energy 
Strategy; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG 

• Waste London Plan; the Municipal Waste Management Strategy; 
PPS10 

• Flooding London Plan; Mayor’s draft Water Strategy; PPS25 
 
31 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the 2006 Barnet Unitary Development Plan and the 
London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2004).   

32 The following are also relevant material considerations: 

• The Barnet Core Strategy Development Plan Document (Issues and Options), July 2008.  
This document is at an early stage in the Local Development Framework process and 
therefore can be afforded little material weight. 
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• The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Opportunity Planning Framework, 
December 2005. 

 
Principle of proposed development 

33 Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon are identified as an Opportunity Area by policy 
5B.2 of the London Plan on the basis that together they are capable of accommodating substantial 
new jobs and homes.  The opportunity area has an indicative capacity of 20,000 new jobs and a 
minimum of 10,000 new homes in the period 2001-2026.  London Plan policy 2A.5 Opportunity 
Areas states that “strategic partners should work with the Mayor to prepare, and then implement, 
spatial planning frameworks for opportunity areas.”   

34 The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Opportunity Area Planning Framework 
(hereafter referred to as “the planning framework”) provides further guidance for the development 
of the opportunity area.  The Barnet UDP also contains a specific chapter on the Cricklewood, 
Brent Cross and West Hendon regeneration area, the objectives of which are closely aligned with 
those identified in the planning framework.  It should be noted that a separate planning 
application for the West Hendon estate regeneration was approved in 2006 and that part of the 
opportunity area does not form part of the current proposals. 

35 The strategic principles underpinning the planning framework are as follows: 

• A new town centre with major new shopping and leisure development as part of a 
comprehensive mix of uses. 

• A range of employment uses located around a new transport interchange. 

• In the region of 10,000 new homes. 

• A commitment to the provision of affordable housing and places of local employment for 
the existing and new communities. 

• Improvements or additions to existing community facilities as part of the creation of a 
sustainable community (including health and education). 

• An additional main line railway station. 

• New bridges across the A406 North Circular Road and the Midland Mainline Railway.  

• A new High Street to integrate the areas to the north and south of the A406 North 
Circular Road. 

• A new market square. 

• A new food store.  

• A new bus station with modern facilities and improved services. 

• A high quality transit system from Cricklewood Station to Brent Cross Shopping Centre 
and Brent Cross Underground Station via the new town centre. 

• Improvements to the highway network including a new road junction on to the A41 to 
provide access to the Eastern Lands.  

• Improved pedestrian connections to existing public transport, particularly Brent Cross 
Underground Station, including two new pedestrian bridges across the A41 and the 
A406.  

• Provision of freight facilities. 
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• Provision of strategic waste handling and recycling facilities for local residents. 

• Improvements to the River Brent and links to the Welsh Harp Reservoir. 

• The provision of new public open space, enhancement of the existing green spaces and 
links to established neighbourhoods. 

• A fully accessible street network that positively encourages the use of public transport, 
walking and cycling over the car. 

• A comprehensive approach to regeneration that embraces implementation on both sides 
of the A406 North Circular Road concurrently. 

• A commitment to deliver sustainable development. 

36 The principle of comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of the Brent Cross Cricklewood 
regeneration area, to the extent that it complies with the London Plan and planning framework, is 
strongly supported.  The planning application seeks to address the strategic principles and provide 
all of the main components identified in the planning framework.  The evolution of Brent Cross as a 
new town centre supported by substantial new residential development and measures to improve 
integration and connectivity of the currently under-utilised brownfield site, with the wider north-
west London area is acceptable in strategic planning terms.  The provision of 7,500 new homes, in 
addition to the 2,000 already approved through the West Hendon estate regeneration scheme, 
supported by a variety of community and leisure uses, open space and public realm improvements 
is welcomed.  There are, however, a number of outstanding issues relating to various aspects of the 
scheme, which are considered in this report and will need to be resolved before the application is 
referred back to the Mayor for final determination. 

Retail and new town centre 

37 London Plan policy 2A.8 seeks to sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of town 
centres.  This is supported by policies 3D.1 and 3D.2, which seek to strengthen the role of 
London’s town centres and secure a sustainable pattern of retail provision.  The scale of retail, 
commercial and leisure development should be related to the size and role of a centre and its 
catchment, and retail provision should be managed in accordance with the sequential approach set 
out in Planning Policy Statement 6 (PPS6): Planning for town centres.   

38 Chapter 5B of the London Plan sets out specific policies for the North London sub-region.  
Policy 5B.1 states that a strategic priority for the sub-region will be to enhance the attractiveness 
of town centres and manage the restructuring of town centres in need of change.  Paragraph 5.53 
of the London Plan recognises that the North London sub-region will face the greatest growth in 
consumer expenditure, and that much of the associated demand for more comparison goods 
floorspace should be accommodated in the dense network of town centres taking into account 
guidance in the North London sub-regional development framework.  It goes on to state that it is 
intended that Brent Cross regional shopping centre will evolve into an integrated town centre with 
a mix of uses including housing. 

39 The Barnet Unitary Development Plan endorses a specific policy approach to Brent Cross as 
part of the retail planning strategy for the borough and promotes its evolution as a new town 
centre supported by the wider regeneration of the area.  Policy TCR1 states that the preferred 
locations for development of new retail and other key town centre uses are “within the primary and 
secondary shopping frontages of the Major and District Town Centres and the main shopping areas 
of the District Town Centres, as defined on the Proposals Map, and at Brent Cross Regional 
Shopping Centre (primarily for comparison goods).”  Policy C6 also states that “The council will 
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support additional retail development at Brent Cross as part of a new town centre extending north 
and south of the North Circular Road (A406), subject to: 

i. The scale of new comparison retail floorspace falling within the identified requirement 
of 55,000 square metres; and 

viii. Any proposal for retail floorspace in addition to that stipulated in Condition i above will 
need to be assessed against the tests contained in PPS6, other policies in this UDP, 
and any overall limits for the scale of convenience retail floorspace that are supported 
by the results of a retail impact assessment.” 

40 The UDP policy was underpinned by the North West London Retail Study (NWLRS) 2004, 
which also informed the amount of retail floorspace specified in the planning framework.  PPS6 
states that “The sequential approach to site selection should be applied to all development 
proposals for sites that are not in an existing centre nor allocated in an up-to-date development 
plan document.” By virtue of the approach set out in the UDP, the proposed development is in 
effect allocated in the development plan and it is not necessary to reconsider the validity of the 
overall approach nor undertake the sequential test, the requirements of which have already been 
fulfilled through the UDP process. 

41 There is, therefore, ‘in principle’ local and strategic support for an additional 55,000 square 
metres of gross comparison goods floorspace at Brent Cross by 2011.  The planning framework also 
endorses the provision of 20,000 sq.m. of convenience floorspace, although the UDP policy 
requires convenience floorspace to be supported by the results of a retail impact assessment.  The 
application proposes a net increase of 60,776 sq.m. of comparison goods floorspace (decreasing to 
42,973 sq.m. upon redevelopment of the Brent South Shopping Park for office purposes), 11,354 
sq.m. of convenience floorspace and a further 15,150 sq.m. of other retail (class A2-A5) uses.  

42 Barnet Council commissioned independent consultants to review the methodology and 
appropriateness of the assumptions underpinning the applicants’ revised retail report (November 
2008).  The review concluded that the report satisfies the criteria of PPS6 and that a conservative 
approach has been taken to the assessment of need and impact. 

43 The revised retail report (November 2008) has regard to the NWLRS, which concluded that 
Brent Cross was capable of supporting an additional 55,000 sq.m. of gross comparison floorspace 
by 2011 without any significant harmful effects on the viability and vitality of existing town 
centres.  The report sets out an impact assessment taking into account forecast growth in turnover 
at Brent Cross (based on actual growth rates 1998-2005 and with a long-term growth rate 
applied), potential trade draw from other town centres, and sensitivity testing.  The growth in the 
forecast turnover figures used in the retail report exceed those used for the purposes of the GLA’s 
London Town Centre Assessment – Comparison Goods Need (2004) and are considered reasonable, 
i.e. they do not underestimate growth in turnover and therefore impact on or trade draw from 
other centres.  The figures confirm that there is also sufficient capacity to absorb the temporary 
net increase of 60,776 sq.m. of gross comparison floorspace prior to the redevelopment of Brent 
South Shopping Park.   

44 In the context of expected growth in consumer expenditure in the medium to long term, 
which exceeds the predicted level of impact of retail development at Brent Cross on existing town 
centres, impacts on other centres are likely to be alleviated by predicted growth.  Further 
mitigating factors, in particular planned retail expansion in a number of the affected centres e.g. 
commitments at Wembley, are also relevant.  The identified trade diversion impacts are considered 
to be reasonable and acceptable, but the health of the identified centres should continue to be 
monitored over time through strategic and local town centre health checks.   
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45 In terms of convenience goods, the proposed floorspace will contribute to the role of the 
new town centre and does not raise any strategic concerns. 

46 The proposed office floorspace, the majority of which will be located in the Station Quarter 
development zone close to the proposed new railway station, will complement the role of the new 
town centre and will deliver a significant number of new jobs.  This is accepted in line with London 
Plan policies 3B.1 and 3B.2. 

47 The planning policy framework, particularly that set by UDP policy C6, is clear that the 
acceptability of retail development at Brent Cross is dependent upon, among other things, the 
provision of a broad range of uses, significant public transport improvements, enhanced pedestrian 
and cycle links, significant improvement to the setting and environment of the town centre, and 
measures to include access to the town centre by means other than the private car.  The primary 
development package (PDP), which the applicant is committed to implementing, contains 
approximately half of the new retail floorspace, hotel, leisure and community facilities, the new 
Templehof bridge, two new civic squares and approximately 1,300 residential units.  This will 
provide a variety of uses of the kind that would normally be expected to be found in a typical 
‘town centre’ and is acceptable.  Timing of delivery of the remaining retail floorspace should be 
appropriately related to the build out of the rest of the scheme including infrastructure delivery.  
Clarification of the applicants’ intentions in this respect is sought.  

48 Notwithstanding the above, there are concerns about the adequacy of the public transport 
improvements in the PDP to support the new town centre, in particular whether they will provide 
sufficient and realistic alternatives to car use.  This concern is exacerbated by uncertainty over 
delivery of longer term improvements such as the new bus station, and relates to wider concerns 
about the transport aspects of the scheme as a whole, as addressed in transport section of this 
report and Appendix 1 to this report.  Discussions with the applicant and Council are ongoing and 
will need to continue in order to agree a solution, which is mutually acceptable to all parties.   

Housing 

49 London Plan policy 3A.1 seeks to increase London’s supply of housing and sets a London-
wide target of 30,500 additional homes per year between 2007/8 and 2016/17.  Table 3A.1 sets 
borough housing targets, of which Barnet’s is 20,550 additional homes per year between 2007/8 
and 2016/17.  Although delivery of the proposed development will continue beyond 2016/7, it 
will make a significant contribution towards this and future housing targets for both the borough 
and London as a whole. 

50 London Plan policy 3A.10 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mixed use 
schemes.  In doing so, each council should have regard to its own overall target for the amount of 
affordable housing provision.  Policy 3A.9 states that such targets should be based on an 
assessment of regional and local housing need and a realistic assessment of supply, and should 
take account of the London Plan strategic target that 35% of housing should be social and 15% 
intermediate provision, and of the promotion of mixed and balanced communities.  In addition, 
Policy 3A.10 encourages councils to have regard to the need to encourage rather than restrain 
residential development, and to the individual circumstances of the site.  Targets should be applied 
flexibly, taking account of individual site costs, the availability of public subsidy and other scheme 
requirements. 

51 Policy 3A.10 is supported by paragraph 3.52, which urges borough councils to take account 
of economic viability when estimating the appropriate amount of affordable provision.  The ‘Three 
Dragons’ development control toolkit is recommended for this purpose.   
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52 The Barnet unitary development plan (UDP) specifies an overall target for 50% of all new 
residential development in the borough over the plan period to be affordable provision.  UDP 
policy H5 states that, having regard to this target, the Council will seek to negotiate the maximum 
reasonable amount of affordable housing on sites of 10 or more units or 0.4 hectares or more, and 
that the precise proportion of affordable housing “will be determined in relation to viability issues, 
site characteristics and the provision of social and physical infrastructure.” 

53 The application proposes 712,053 square metres (gross external area) of residential 
floorspace, with a baseline of 15% affordable housing and a tenure split of 70:30 social rented: 
intermediate.   In terms of unit numbers, the indicative total of 7,323 units would generate 1,098 
affordable homes, of which 769 would be social rented and 329 intermediate.  

54 Clarification is sought as to the provision of affordable housing in the primary development 
package.  The Development Specification and Framework states that “the application will deliver 
15% affordable housing across the PDP” but verbal discussions have suggested that there will be 
no net increase in affordable housing in the PDP over and above the reprovision of the Whitefield 
Estate.  For the avoidance of doubt, the reprovision of the Whitefield Estate does not count 
towards the percentage of affordable housing provision.  A commitment is sought from the Council 
and the applicants that at least an equivalent amount of replacement affordable floorspace will be 
re-provided in accordance with London Plan policy 3A.15 Loss of housing and affordable housing 
and paragraph 3.75 of the London Plan, which states that “Where redevelopment of affordable 
housing is proposed, it should not be permitted unless it is replaced by better quality 
accommodation, providing at least an equivalent floorspace”.  Further policy guidance is set out in 
the GLA’s Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing in respect of estate renewal (paragraph 
20.1).  

55 The proposed overall mix of units is 33% one bedroom, 46% two bedroom, and 21% three 
and four bedroom, broken down by tenure as follows: 

Table 2 housing mix by unit type and tenure (source: Housing Strategy). 

 

56 The planning framework suggests an overall mix of units in the order of 26% 1-bedroom, 
50% 2-bedroom and 24% 3- and 4-bedroom.  The proposed mix is not significantly dissimilar from 
this and has been informed by assessments of local housing need and the anticipated demand that 
will arise from the development.  In terms of the affordable housing mix, the aspiration to provide 
47% of the new social rented homes as 3- and 4-bedroom is welcomed.   
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57 The baseline position of 15% affordable housing is lower than would normally be expected 
of a large scale mixed use development.  This is attributed to the significant costs involved in the 
provision of physical and social infrastructure and other planning benefits as well as uncertainty 
over the long term availability of social housing grant funding.  The applicants have submitted 
financial viability information, which is currently being independently reviewed on the GLA’s 
behalf.  Further detailed information relating to inputs and assumptions has been requested and 
has been received.  Subject to the conclusions of this review, further negotiation may be required, 
the outcome of which can be reported back to the Mayor, prior to or at the final determination 
stage.  

58 The applicants have agreed, in principle, to the inclusion of a review mechanism in the 
section 106 agreement to enable the percentage of affordable housing to increase subject to a 
beneficial change in the inputs and values affecting the overall viability of the scheme.  Viability 
would be reviewed at agreed milestones, likely to be related to delivery of unit numbers.  Given the 
scale of the development and long term approach to delivery, but notwithstanding the conclusions 
of the independent viability review, this approach is supported in principle, subject to agreeing the 
detailed wording of the section 106 agreement. 

Transport 

59 The transportation issues are complex and far reaching due largely to the inaccessible and 
segregated nature of the development caused by strategic roads and railway lines.  There are 
capacity problems at each of the key highway and public transport gateways into the site, which 
suffer from severe congestion during weekday peak periods and at weekends.  The location of 
existing public transport nodes with the exception of the existing bus station are divorced from the 
core of the regeneration area which makes accessibility difficult and highlights the need for 
significant front loading of public transport provision in this area.  These problems are such that 
the assessment of transportation effects and proposed mitigation must be robust. 

60 TfL supports the masterplan objective, which seeks to deliver a comprehensive town centre 
development including improved public transport, walking and cycling at Cricklewood and Brent 
Cross.  TfL’s main concerns are surrounding phasing and delivery and in particular the lack of 
robust interim assessments for each development phase.  TfL is particularly concerned about the 
lack of a clear sequencing of development beyond phase 1 (PDP). 

61 The applicant has proposed a series of development triggers and infrastructure 
improvements, however the rationale behind them is not yet clearly articulated or calibrated.  TfL 
will work with Barnet Council and the applicant in order to try and ensure that the approach to 
phasing and triggers is robust. 

62 The transport assessment (TA) includes a number of transport improvements but does not 
sufficiently demonstrate how mitigation measures contribute to achieving mode shift as the 
development proceeds.  The achievement of mode split targets is vital to the success of the 
development, however the means of achieving these targets is currently lacking. 

63 There are clear barriers to delivery, which could be overcome through pump priming of the 
bus network, enhanced cycle and pedestrian accessibility, and through highway improvements, 
which allow for additional bus priority.  Given the severity of highway congestion and the need to 
ensure that the mode split targets are achieved, car parking must be restrained from the outset. 
This should be balanced with significant public transport improvements being provided in advance 
of development thresholds being reached. 
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64 The applicant has proposed a package of public transport improvements as part of phase 1 
(PDP), some of these proposals are welcomed but TfL is expecting the applicant to commit to 
delivering a more substantial proportion of the overall transportation package during phase 1 
(PDP) in order to safeguard against the lack of sequencing beyond this phase.  This will ensure 
that public transport, walking and cycling is efficient and attractive to all users 

65 Importantly, TfL must be a section 106 party in order to ensure that public transport 
improvements are provided when they are needed.  Barnet Council and TfL must through this 
application retain the ability to carry out their duty as highway authorities and be able fulfil their 
responsibility to provide London with the highest quality public transport, walking and cycling 
networks.  The mechanisms put forward by the applicant for assessing the development post 
permission are yet to be agreed with Barnet Council and TfL.  TfL will, however, continue to work 
with the Council and the applicant to address these concerns. 

66 A detailed appraisal of the transport aspects of the scheme and outstanding issues is 
provided in Appendix 1 to this report.  These issues must be resolved before the application can be 
considered to comply with the London Plan, Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon 
Opportunity Area Planning Framework and the Mayor’s emerging transport strategy.  In summary, 
issues requiring attention and further discussion are: 

• Further assessment of interim phasing for AM,PM and SAT peak periods by 
reference to network performance and capacity. 

• Clarification of mode split forecasts in the TA and agreed mechanism for 
achieving targets in the Framework Travel Plan. 

• More information on how mode split targets will be met progressively. 

• Planning controls limiting development based on achievement of mode split 
targets by reference to network performance and capacity and a clear strategy 
for monitoring and auditing. 

• Infrastructure delivered at suitably early stages in implementation allowing 
controls to be relaxed on achievement of mode split targets by reference to 
performance and capacity. 

• Triggers rationale and sequencing to be provided in more detail and agreed 
concurrently with mitigation.  

• Sign off of strategic junction assessments, including assessment of junction 
capacity in line with development thresholds. 

• Further clarification of trip assignment, mode split, network capacity and 
performance as part of the no railway station, M1 Junction and Midland Mainline 
Bridge sensitivity tests. 

• Agreement of the scope of future Reserved Matters planning applications and 
transport assessments. 

• More robust analysis of construction impact during the peak periods and at 
interim stages. 
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• A commitment to front load a significant proportion of public transport, walking 
and cycling improvements as part of Phase 1 (PDP). 

• Reduction in the number of proposed car parking numbers, including a 0.5 
spaces per unit site wide residential car parking ratio; capping of retail car 
parking to current levels; reduced parking ratios or capping of parking levels for 
office and other uses across the site.  

• Further clarification of car parking restraint measures.  

• Further discussion regarding a revised strategy for delivering a new bus station, 
including a response to each of the issues raised in the report. 

• Further assessment of bus journey times to ensure that they will be improved as 
the development proceeds. 

• Study assessing the potential for additional bus priority measures external and 
internal of the site, including a schedule of potential schemes. 

• Agreement of total bus subsidy and mechanism for payment  

• Removal of proposed Rapid Transit System and replacement with an enhanced 
bus network. 

• PEDROUTE and PERS pedestrian modelling at the key interchanges and along 
the main corridors and between transport nodes, including the strategic walk 
networks. Preparation of a schedule of contributions towards improvements. 

• Agreed cycling strategy for the key routes and interchanges, including priority 
for cyclists and pedestrians at the southern junctions and on the main corridors, 
including linkages into the strategic cycle network, and to West Hendon, Hendon 
Central and Colindale, and across the M1/A406 junction. 

• Development of a mechanism for linking site wide travel plans into achievement 
of the Framework Travel Plan (FTP) objectives including penalties for failure to 
meet targets and a clear commitment to desired outcomes. 

• Further details pursuant to buses, bus station, Brent Cross Underground Station, 
Cricklewood Station, the new railway station and walking and cycling routes. 

• Terms of reference for the Transport Advisory Group and Transport Fund to be 
agreed with TfL and Barnet Council.  A clear indication of the total value of the 
Transport Fund and a list of specific desired outcomes.  

• Heads of terms for the section 106 to be agreed with Barnet Council and TfL. 

Urban design 

67 Good design is central to all objectives of the London Plan and is specifically promoted by 
the policies contained within Chapter 4B which address both general design principles and specific 
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design issues.  London Plan Policy 4B.1 sets out a series of overarching design principles for 
development in London.  Other design polices in this chapter and elsewhere in the London Plan 
take forward in detail, the principles outlined in policy 4B.1 and other detail design matters.  These 
include specific design requirements relating to maximising the potential of sites, the quality of 
new housing provision, tall and large-scale buildings, built heritage, views, and the Blue Ribbon 
Network amongst other design areas. 

Masterplan structure

68 The detailed masterplan has been developed over a considerable period of time and has 
been through detailed consultation since the preliminary planning issue for comment published on 
30 April 2007.  The design team (Allies & Morrison architects) has been set the challenging goal to 
bring the existing super scale of the site, dominated by strategic roads and large pieces of 
infrastructure, back to the human scale. 

69 The masterplan structure is broadly similar to that set out in the planning framework but is 
also based on an analysis of the existing connections, spaces and routes, plots and hierarchy, and 
sets out how these can be enhanced and maximised though new access networks and proposed 
urban form, set across a series of districts known as development zones. 

70 To formalise each of the development zones in terms of its character, the application 
includes a set of Parameter Plans, which identify elements of the scheme that will be fixed as part 
of the planning permission, or within approved levels of deviation.  This is an approach taken for 
other major development sites such as Kings Cross and Stratford City.  The Parameter Plans are 
discussed in further detail later in this report but include detail of key elements including transport 
infrastructure, public realm and open space, maximum and minimum building frontage heights and 
land uses, including floor space thresholds.  Each development zone includes an indicative zonal 
layout Parameter Plan, which is supplemented by the descriptions provided within the Design and 
Access Statement and Design Guidelines.  Further guidance regarding maximum scale thresholds is 
also provided in appendix 10 of the Development Specification and Framework document, which 
repeats some of the scale guidance regarding frontage heights but also includes maximum and 
minimum block widths and lengths.  As with the Parameter Plan 015, which illustrates the overall 
masterplan, the Parameter Plans for each zone (020 – 029) are indicative and illustrate one 
possible outcome for a particular zone, within the parameters of the permission being sought. 

Development zones

71 Parameter Plan 001 identifies each of the development zones across the masterplan (shown 
in figure 1 of this report).  There are nine zones, which comprise the masterplan area, each with a 
discrete character relating to context and with a key element of public realm as their focus.  Whilst 
character of each zone forms part of the design rationale, zone boundaries will overlap and will not 
necessarily conform to development zone boundaries in a fixed manner. 

Building zones

72 Building zone represent a further magnified plot breakdown within each development zone.  
Each building zone includes specific floorspace thresholds shown in Parametre Plan 014, and scale 
thresholds shown in appendix 10 of the DSF and Parameter Plans 007 and 008 regarding maximum 
and minimum building frontage heights. 

Market Quarter (parameter plan 020) 

73 The Market Quarter is centrally located within the regeneration area and will include a mix 
of uses with ground floor uses mainly for retail, hotel and leisure use.  Upper levels will comprise 
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residential or other permitted uses.  The minimum building frontage heights will be set at between 
7.5-16 metres and maximum frontage heights of between 15 – 100 metres. 

74 The block structures illustrated in the parameter plan are supported, however some of the 
block lengths could be substantial as set out in the scale theresholds provided in appendix 10, 
table 5.  The maximum block sizes needs further consideration as this could result in a relentless 
frontage of built form that could, if applied across this and other development zones, significantly 
alter the fine grain character proposed within the indicative masterplan layout.  This principle of 
maximum block lengths and widths, therefore, applies across all the development zones and is 
discussed later in the design section of this report. 

75 The refurbishment of Claremont Park is supported.  The treatment of the boundary 
between the existing terraced dwellings (Clitterhouse Crescent) that back onto the Claremont Park 
need careful consideration.  This relationship, where the backs of existing properties meet either 
new or existing and refurbished open spaces is a consistent theme within the masterplan and an 
inherent design problem leading to lack of natural surveillance of public open spaces.  The design 
team will need to ensure that the parameters and guidance within the design and access statement 
and design guidelines sufficiently addresses this relationship and appropriate solutions are 
illustrated to inform the reserved matters applications. 

Eastern Lands (parameter plan 021) 

76 The Eastern Lands forms the nearest part of the regeneration area to Brent Cross London 
Underground Station.  A mix of uses is proposed in this zone.  Ground floor uses will comprise a 
mix of residential, predominantly overlooking the new park, with non-residential uses along the 
spine road and facing the A406.  A new food store and the new Whitefields School will be provided 
along the Market Quarter boundary.  The zone also includes the new Mapledown School and 
primary Health Care Facility and leisure centre.  Upper levels will be predominantly residential use. 

77 Minimum frontage heights will be between 6-12 metres with maximum frontage heights set 
at between 12-65 metres.  A new mixed-use spine road will link the new A41 pedestrian bridge 
from Brent Cross Underground Station to the Market Quarter.  A further pedestrian footbridge will 
link the Eastern Lands to Brent Cross East, over the A406. 

78 The indicative layout shown illustrates how new perimeter blocks will be formed 
incorporating the backs of existing dwellings outside the regeneration area.  This approach is 
welcomed and will avoid dead, un-surveyed spaces, which can give rise to crime and antisocial 
behaviour.  This design approach is consistent with good urban design practice and is clearly set 
out in section A3.3 of the design and access statement and will help to inform the reserved matters 
detail, and illustrates a solutions to the problems raised elsewhere within the masterplan, such as 
the Claremont Park relationship. 

79 The new Eastern Park forms the key piece of public realm within the Eastern Lands.  The 
spine link cuts through the park allowing natural footfall into this new space.  The re-provided 
Whitefields Secondary school will be located to the west of the zone with the School benefiting 
from the close proximity to Clitterhouse playing fields to the south and the new sports pitches. 

80 The mix of uses and indicative layout are broadly supported.  The transition of scale of built 
form is important within this zone given the zone will link directly to adjacent lower scale 
residential properties to the south.  The relationship has been reasonably well considered as set out 
in parameter plan 007 and 008 which is consistent with the principles of height and massing set 
out in A2.4.1 within the design and access statement and the principles identified within London 
Plan policy 4B.1.  Further discussion regarding maximum block length and widths is required to 
maintain a fine grain across the building zone. 
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Station Quarter (parameter plan 022) 

81 The Station Quarter will be the new commercial hub for the regeneration area.  This will 
include approximately 370,000 sq.m. of office space and around 17,000 new employees.  The 
predominant uses within the zone will be business and employment with some retail and 
commercial at ground floor and some residential at upper levels.  The built form will be at its tallest 
within this zone.  Minimum building frontage heights will range between 4 - 30 metres with the 
maximum frontage heights up to 100 metres.  As such, tall buildings will be contained within this 
zone.  The nature of this zone will ultimately be the focus of business activity in close proximity to 
the mainline railway station and new transport interchange at Station Square. 

82 The appropriateness of including tall buildings within this zone is supported given the level 
of public transport accessibility will be at its highest and tall buildings are illustrated as being in this 
location within the planning framework.  The transition of scale has been mapped within parameter 
plans 007 and 008 and responds well to the principles with the design and access statement 
regarding appropriate scale given the surrounding context.  Having regard to the proximity of 
Station Quarter to the surrounding suburban fabric tall buildings are appropriate within this zone. 

83 The indicative layout is structured around three key areas of public realm.  The Station 
Square, Tower Square and the Office District Park.  The Station Square forms the key focus of the 
zone, with priority being given to pedestrians making the transition from rail to bus or those 
pedestrians moving further into the new town centre.  Further detail is set out in the design 
guidelines for the layouts to the Station Square and the District Park.  The layouts proposed and 
parameters therein are supported; the principle of scale of the built form, including the maximum 
block lengths and widths in this zone is also broadly supported. 

Brent Terrace (parameter plan 023) 

84 Brent Terrace development zone forms the southern part of the regeneration area between 
Station Square and Millennium Green and comprises land between the Midland Mainline Railway 
and the existing row or railway cottages (Brent Terrace).  The centrepiece of this zone will be the 
new Brent Terrace Linear Park.  The predominant use within the zone will be residential.  Other 
non-residential uses may be permitted facing onto the railway line and space for community use is 
proposed at the new Clitterhouse Primary School. 

85 In terms of the scale of the built form, minimum frontage heights will be between 6 - 12 
metres with the maximum frontage heights up to 65 metres (facing the railway).  The new linear 
park will be approximately 700 metres in length and provide the transition between new and 
existing residential elements.  The park will act as a key buffer in terms of scale of new buildings 
proposed along the railway line.  The scale set out in Parameter Plan 007 and 008 is acceptable in 
the context of the existing features of the zone, specifically, Brent Terrace railway cottages, 
provided adequate buffer is retained in the form of Brent Terrace Linear Park. 

86 The infilling of the triangle plots of land to the east of Brent Terrace is supported.  These 
areas are somewhat secluded at present and are poorly surveyed against the rear of Clitterhouse 
Crescent.  New residential units will create a new street relationship with Brent Terrace that helps 
to knit the existing residential properties into the masterplan. 

87 The new Midland Mainline bridge is a further key feature of the zone and will be accessible 
from the new southern spine road that links up to the Station Square.  Millennium Green will be 
retained and enhanced with new residential blocks linking this part of the regeneration area to the 
existing neighbourhoods around Claremont Road.  The approach to block layouts, lengths and 
widths requires further discussion, however the scale of the built form has given reasonable 
consideration to the existing context and is broadly supported. 
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Cricklewood Lane (parameter plan 024) 

88 Cricklewood Lane development zone forms the smallest of the development zones and will 
include a refurbished Cricklewood Station and urban form repair to the high street along 
Cricklewood Lane by filling the gap between the existing B&Q site.  In terms of scale, buildings will 
be set to minimum frontage height of 6 metres and maximum frontage height of 16 metres.  This 
seems reasonable given the context of the existing High Street.  Land uses will include mix of 
commercial at ground floor, a new heath drop in centre with residential at upper levels.  
Improvements to the station layouts shown in the indicative Parameter Plan are supported.  The 
transition of scale is also appropriate in the context of this zone, particularly given the scale of the 
existing B&Q site.  The approach to block layouts, maximum block lengths and widths requires 
further discussion to ensure the fine grain across the masterplan is not lost. 

Railway Lands (parameter plan 025) 

89 The Railway Lands development zone bookends the regeneration area to the west and will 
provide the new waste handling facility and the new rail freight facility as well as the southern 
landing point for the new Midland Mainline Bridge linking to Brent Terrace.  The character of the 
zone is defined by its predominant land use and the existing context of the Edgeware Road.  As 
such, uses will not include residential in this zone, although some residential uses exist beyond the 
boundaries of the regeneration area.  The scale of development will range from 16 –65 metres in 
terms of minimum and maximum building frontage heights, with some smaller business units 
fronting the southern elevation of the freight facility to retain continuity along Edgeware Road.  

90 Parameter Plan 018 provides further detail on the waste and freight facilities illustrating 
approximate building footprints and circulation routes amongst other matters.  The principles of 
fine grain represented across the other development zones has not been used in this instance given 
the nature and scale of uses proposed within the zone.  This is acceptable given permeability of 
these plots could compromise the proposed land use functions.  The overall approach is supported 
in design terms. 

Clitterhouse Playing Fields (parameter plan 026) 

91 Clitterhouse Playing Fields comprise an existing substantial area of open space that will be 
refurbished to provide new all weather sports pitches, new community play facility and a complete 
restructure to the layout and organisation of pitches.  Pedestrian and cycle routes will also become 
more structured through the new design that will delineate various areas of the park.  A new park 
pavilion will be located at the centre of the park with a central square.  Other than the central 
pavilion, there will be no new buildings erected on the playing fields. 

92 The restructuring of Clitterhouse playing fields is supported, new layouts and pitches will 
provide a significant improvement to this underutilised area of open space.  The layout will help to 
realise the full potential of this space as a community and borough facility.  The design team 
should consider carefully how the treatment of the boundary between the existing park and the 
rear of properties on Grampian Gardens and Cotswold Gardens would be treated.  Similar to the 
boundary treatment in Claremont Park, the lack of natural surveillance at this point is an inherent 
problem.  Links beyond the playing field at the southwest corner as shown on Parameter plan 026 
are not clear and require further explanation. 

Brent Cross East  

93 Brent Cross East will form the new core of the retail for the new town centre and forms the 
extension of the existing shopping centre.  The existing shopping centre is detached from the rest 
of the regeneration area by the A406.  A mix of uses will be delivered including the majority of the 
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new retail comparison floor space, hotel and leisure and residential uses at upper levels.  Car 
parking is currently at surface level, and will be consolidated to underground and multi storey 
parking.  The scale of new buildings will range from between 5 and 22 metres as the minimum 
frontage heights to between 6 and 65 metres as the maximum frontage height. 

94 The transition of scale is well considered in this instance.  The broad layout shown in the 
Parameter plan is supported and again represents the finer grain approach to block scale.  The 
approach to maximum block lengths and widths requires further discussion, as whilst those on the 
illustrative plan are supported, other more substantial frontages would be inappropriate. 

95 The new Brent Cross Square and high street will be key focal points for visitors and the re-
alignment of the River Brent provides a new feature for the new south facing retail courtyards.  As 
with similar comments made above, improvement to Sturgess Park are welcome, however, it will be 
important to ensure the boundary treatment between the park and the backs of properties on 
Sturgess Avenue are carefully considered and appropriate solutions illustrated to inform the 
reserved matters applications. 

Bus Station

96 The new bus station is proposed to be located within this zone, south of its current 
location.  The new bus station location is broadly consistent with the indicative location identified 
within the Planning Framework.  TfL has raised serious concerns regarding the new location (see 
appendix 1, paragraph 69 - 71).  In design terms the location of the new bus station is generally 
appropriate given the nature of use and the nature of the A406, both likely to be poor 
environments in terms of air quality.  Provided appropriate links to the bus station are secured 
regarding pedestrian access from Templehof Bridge and from the new bus station to high street 
north, the approach in design terms is acceptable and broadly consistent with the location 
identified in the framework.  Further detailed discussion may be required given the nature of the 
concerns raised by TfL. 

Brent Cross West 

97 Brent Cross West abuts the M1 slip road and the A406 and is currently used as surface car 
parking.  The River Brent forms the key existing feature of the zone and will be realigned to create 
the Brent Riverside Park. 

98 Predominant uses within the zone will be residential with the scale of development ranging 
from 6 - 20 metres as the minimum frontage height, and from 12 - 65 metres as the maximum 
frontage height.  The transition of scale is key in this location given the existing residential 
properties that back onto the River Brent from Brent Park Road.  The parameter plan shows a 
broadly acceptable indicative layout that buffers the slip road and creates internal courtyard block 
arrangement, providing protection from the strategic road network by framing the site.  Other 
layouts within the parameters set would also achieve an acceptable relationship to both the 
existing properties and the slip road.  The courtyard, sheltered approach to the residential block is 
likely to be the only acceptable solution in achieving residential development at such close 
proximity to the slip road. 

 

Tall Buildings 

99 London Plan Policy 4B.9 Tall buildings – location, seeks the development of tall buildings 
where they, amongst others, create attractive landmarks, provide coherent location for economic 
clusters, act as a catalyst for regeneration and are acceptable in terms of design and the impact on 
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their surroundings.   Policy 4B.10 Large-scale buildings – design and impact, requires all large scale 
buildings, including tall buildings to be of the highest quality design, in particular, being suited to 
their context, attractive, demonstrate sustainable design and construction methods, sensitive to 
micro climates (wind, sun, reflection and overshadowing), be safe, provide high quality spaces with 
a mix of uses and give consideration for transport requirements. 

100 Tall buildings are proposed within and around the Station Quarter and Market Quarter 
development zones.  These represent the most appropriate locations for tall buildings in the 
context of the master plan having regard to existing context and the broad locations identified 
within the Planning Framework.  The parameter plans will secure the appropriate locations based 
on building heights.  A similar approach was taken at Stratford City to identify locations for tall 
buildings within a parameter plan.  Given the scale of development and timescale of phasing, whilst 
detailed applications would usually be required for tall buildings, CABE and English Heritage 
guidance recognises exceptions where there are large masterplan schemes.  Individual tall buildings 
would be subject to the submission of full design details, which will be required to comply with the 
guidelines and component pallets, set out in the submitted documents.  This will ensure a high 
architectural quality consistent with London Plan policy 4B.9 and 4B.10.  

Design guidelines

101 The design guidelines intend to explain how the proposals provide a framework within 
which architectural diversity and quality can thrive, while priority is given to the public realm and 
an integrated urban grain.  The guidelines address two detailed principle elements, building 
frontages and public realm.  A worked example is also provided within the design and access 
statement, which illustrates a typical flat layout for a family maisonette.  Whilst this is welcome, it 
may be insufficient to help inform future reserved matters applications and therefore further 
examples are requested. 

102 A number of precedent boards are set out within the guidelines showing component pallets 
for landscaping, public realm and building frontages.  A high quality finish is illustrated throughout 
the component palettes.  The worked example illustrates how a typical plot could evolve and how 
the parameters and design guidelines in place allow a certain element of flexibility whilst informing 
high quality design solutions, consistent with London Plan design policies objectives. 

Points of clarification

103 Whilst the masterplan and design guidelines are strongly supported, there are some 
elements that need further clarification. 

• Block sizes- maximum and minimum:  The following zones include significant maximum 
block length frontages and require further discussion: 

- Brent Cross East zone Max length 155 metres.  

- Brent Cross West zone Max length 170 metres. 

- Market Quarter zone Max length 178 metres. 

- Eastern Lands zone Max length 160 metres. 

- Brent Terrace zone Max length 146 metres. 

 - Cricklewood Lane zone max length 165 metres. 
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• Limits of deviation for the locations of open space (discussed in the open space section). 

• Treatment where the rear of existing properties backs onto open space. 

• Further illustrative flat layout examples to inform the reserved matters applications. 

Summary of development zones

104 Each development zone has a discrete character that is present within the indicative 
Parameter Plan layouts.  This is controlled by the other Parameter Plans, which illustrate minimum 
and maximum frontage heights and land uses amongst other matters.  Each key open space will 
also define the particular character of the development zone, all of which vary in scale, use and 
structure.  The well established and successful use of perimeter blocks, and central courtyards, 
linear blocks and terraces with a generous mix of open and amenity space all provide a high quality 
masterplan.  Provided block lengths and widths can be appropriately restricted the approach is 
broadly consistent with design policies set out in the London Plan 

Design summary

105  The overall masterplan is strongly supported.  There are some minor elements within the 
limits of deviation that need further consideration or testing regarding open space locations, and 
maximum and minimum block lengths and widths and illustrative flat layouts.  Subject to these 
points and if the design guidelines, Parameter Plans and principles set out in the design and access 
statement are implemented and enforced correctly, the proposal will result in a high quality 
development consistent with London Plan policy 4B.1. 

Inclusive access 

106 London Plan Policy 4B.5 ‘Creating an inclusive environment’ states: “Design and access 
statements should be submitted with development proposals explaining how the principles of 
inclusive design, including the specific needs of disabled people, have been integrated into the 
proposed development, and how inclusion will be maintained and managed”.  The policy further 
underpins that “the Mayor will require all future development to meet the highest standards of 
accessibility and inclusion… so that development: 

• can be used safely, easily and with dignity by all regardless of disability, age, gender, 
ethnicity or financial circumstances,  

• are convenient and welcoming with no disabling barriers, so everyone can use them 
independently without undue effort, separation or special treatment,  

• are flexible and responsive taking account of what different people say they need and want, 
so people can use them in different ways, 

• are realistic, offering more than one solution to help balance everyone’s needs, recognising 
that one solution may not work for all.” 

 
107 The level of detail provided within the design and access statement provides the 
overarching and broad commitments to achieving an inclusive environment across the masterplan 
area.  Should planning permission be granted the section 106 agreement should incorporate the 
following requirements with regard to achieving an inclusive development following similar 
approaches adopted for the Stratford City development. 

• An Access Strategy is developed for Brent Cross Cricklewood and submitted to the local 
planning authority for approval, which sets out the vision and establishes appropriate 
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mechanisms and inclusive access design standards for ensuring inclusive design is 
integrated into the regeneration which designers abide by. 

• An access statement is submitted for each of the reserved matters applications for 
approval by the local planning authority, which is based on and reflects the vision and 
mechanisms set out in the approved Access Strategy. 

• An independent Brent Cross Cricklewood Consultative Access Forum is set up by the 
applicant for the applicant to consult with and take advice from.  Other strategic access 
forums could be used as a role model, e.g. ODA BEAP, SCCAG, Brent Access Forum.  
Clear terms of reference for the group should be established at the outset and set out 
in the section 106 agreement, including details of the size and membership of the 
group; payment of members (expenses and time as appropriate); timing, protocols and 
locations of meetings amongst other matters.  Members should consist of people with 
expertise in inclusive access and personal experience of disability issues drawn from the 
local and regional community including existing users of the local area and other 
facilities surrounding facilities.  The function of the group should be to: 

- Help develop the access strategy – the group should be consulted and their 
comments incorporated into the strategy prior to its submission for approval to 
the local planning authority. 

- Comment on the proposed inclusive access standards that will guide the 
detailed design prior to their submission for approval to the local planning 
authority. 

- Help ensure that designers, project managers and others involved in the project 
to regenerate Brent Cross have a thorough understanding of, and a 
commitment to, inclusive design principles and how to achieve the highest 
standards of accessibility, and to disability equality and working with disabled 
people throughout the design process. 

- Work with the designers at each stage of the detailed design process, prior to 
the submission of any reserved matters applications. 

- Submit independent comments to the local planning authority on the access 
statement and detailed design of each appropriate reserved matters application. 

• Undertake an access audit of Brent Cross in conjunction with the consultative access 
forum and identify and agree recommendations for improvement.  Use the results of 
the audit to inform the development of the access strategy and the detailed design. 

• Undertake an assessment of accessible public and private transport provision including 
blue badge parking and pedestrian routes from surrounding streets into the 
regeneration area and use the results to inform the detailed design. 

• The travel plans and parking management plans should make specific reference to how 
the needs of older and disabled people are addressed and integrated into the proposals 
(including the initial provision of blue badge parking bays, their enforcement, and 
monitoring future supply and demand. 

• Undertake a feasibility study into the development of a Clitterhouse playing fields 
Mobility Scheme. 
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• Prepare and submit for approval to the local planning authority a accessible wayfinding, 
information and interpretation strategy for visitors to the area and users of the sporting 
and other facilities. 

108 GLA officers would welcome further discussion on the opportunities form the Brent Cross 
Cricklewood Consultative Access Forum to ensure the application guarantees implementation of 
the Mayor’s policy to meet the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion (Policy 4B.5, 
outlined in more detail in the Supplementary Planning Guidance to the London Plan ‘Accessible 
London: achieving an inclusive environment’ published in April 2004) and that the principles of 
inclusive design are fully integrated and implemented in all the detailed work that will follow 
through reserved matters applications.  The commitment to provide 100% lifetime homes and 10% 
wheelchair homes is supported and should be secured by condition by Barnet Council. 

Open space, public realm and children’s play space 

109 The London plan makes consistent reference to the protection and enhancement of 
London’s open spaces.  Paragraph 3.262 states that “London’s distinctive network of open spaces, 
from the green belt to local play spaces should be strongly protected, made more accessible and 
enhanced”.  Detailed polices to underpin this aspiration are set out throughout the plan but in 
particular in Chapter 3D.  Specific policies include Policy 3D.8 ‘realising the value of open space 
and green infrastructure’ and Policy 3D.13 ‘Children and young people’s play and recreation 
strategies’.  The latter is supplemented by the GLA SPG ‘Providing for children and young people’s 
play and informal recreation’ March 2008. 

110 Other policies within the plan seek the highest standards in terms of public realm.  These 
polices are set out in Chapter 3C and 4B of the plan, in particular 3C.1 ‘Integrating transport and 
development’, 3C.18 ‘Allocation of street space, 3C.19 ‘Local transport and public realm 
enhancements’, 4B.1 ‘Design Principles for a compact City’ and 4B.3 ‘Enhancing the quality of 
public realm’. 

Public realm and open space strategy 

111 The design and access statement sets the aspiration of knitting together new and existing 
communities, development parcels and infrastructure to provide a network of new and existing 
parks, gardens, streets and squares that will constitute a diverse new public realm for Brent Cross. 

112 The scheme proposes a series of new parks and garden spaces with existing open spaces 
being refurbished.  The scope of the application area currently offers seven existing areas of open 
space, providing a total of 25.23 hectares.  The masterplan provides 5 new areas of open space and 
ten new civic spaces providing a total of 33.76 hectares. 

113 The public realm and open space strategy draws on the London Plan public open space 
hierarchy set out in Table 3D.1 of the London Plan.  A three tier approach is set out for the 
proposed development based on large open spaces, medium sized open spaces and small open 
spaces.  Parameter Plan 003 further defines each space type and is read in conjunction with table 5 
of the Open Space Strategy.  This identifies the following network of open spaces and new public 
realm that will be created: 

Table 3 Network of open spaces (source: information taken from public realm and open space 
strategy). 

type of space 

 
 
location in masterplan  size (Ha) facilities 
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   Large Open Spaces 
Clitterhouse Playing fields 15.2 sport Community Park 
  play  
  community facilities  
  habitat  
  gardens  
  parking  
    
   Medium Open Spaces 

Neighbourhood Parks Eastern Park  1.2-2 play 
 Claremont Park  sport 
 Brent Terrace Park  recreation 
 Surgess Park   

    
    
Brent Riverside Park 2.7 informal recreation Riverside Park 
  habitat  
    
    
   Small Open Spaces 

Cite Gardens Millennium Green 0.2-0.5 informal play  
 Office District Park  recreation 

    
    

Nature Parks  River Brent Nature Park 0.2-0.5 nature trails  
Clitterhouse Stream Nature 
Park   habitat  

 Northern Nature Park  informal recreation 
 Railway Lands Nature Park  education 

    
    

Main Squares Station Square 0.3-0.6 event space 
 Market Square  art instillations 
 Brent Cross Main Square  café pavillions 

  public facilities  
  planting  
    

Squares Community Square 0.05-0.3 art installation  
 Tower Square  planting 
 School Square   
 Whitefield Square   
 Gas Govenor Square   

Brent Cross LUL Station 
Square    

 Cricklewood Station Square   
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114 These spaces will contain a variety of facilities for play leisure and sport for visitors and 
residents, while also being utilised by local schools. 

115 As set out in the design and access statement the nature of the proposals as an outline 
application has lead to the production of Parameter Plans that will illustrate the broad limits of 
deviation for key elements of the planning permission.  A Parameter Plan has been included 
regarding public realm and open space.  The Parameter Plan specifically defines the following 
aspects. 

• The principal circulation corridors for pedestrians and cyclists 

• The approximate locations of: 

- secondary and tertiary routes for pedestrians and cyclists. 

- managed pedestrian and cyclist routes. 

• The network of open space and public realm and minimum areas for each. 

• Key building frontages. 

116 The Parameter Plan is consistent with the rationale within the design and access statement 
to deliver a key piece of public realm within each district or development zone.  This approach is 
strongly supported.   

Delivery

117 London Plan policy 3D.8 seeks to protect and improve access to London’s network of open 
spaces.  The strategy will, in principle, achieve this aspiration.  Whilst the overall provision and 
supported within the masterplan, further discussion regarding the parameters of deviation and 
location need to be established to provide a reasonable level of comfort to the GLA regarding 
delivery of each open space/public realm area within a specific development zone. 

118 In particular whilst table 3 above identifies proposed delivery of a mix of new open spaces, 
the broad location do not appear to be fixed within the Parameter Plan.  The opportunity for some 
of these open spaces to disappear from the master plan is therefore not currently controlled. 

119 Each of the areas of open space has been coded within the public realm and open space 
strategy.  This includes a reasonable level of detail showing size, indicative layout and landscaping 
options.  The strategy could include zones of deviation, in broad terms to allow the principle of the 
open space to be secured within the relevant development zone, whilst still ensuring some level of 
certainty regarding approximate location. 

 

Play space

120 The GLA SPG Providing for children and young people’s play and informal recreation seeks 
that new developments should provide a range of play space opportunities to cater for a range of 
children of all ages based on the expected child occupancy levels.  The scale of development and 

 page 30 



regeneration for the masterplan will provide facilities for new and existing children within the 
regeneration area as well as visitors to the new Town Centre. 

121 Three play space typologies are proposed: 

- Doorstep play:  Informal play areas with setting that encourages and stimulate play 
(communal courtyards and public realm). 

- Neighbourhood play space: Play spaces provided to complement neighbourhood park 
provision.  Provision will be made for both formal and informal play activities including play 
equipment sports facilities and social spaces.  (Claremont Park, Eastern Park, Sturgess Park 
and Brent Terrace Park). 

- Community play space: A destination play area to be included within Clitterhouse playing 
fields.  Provision will be made for both formal and informal play activities including play 
equipment, sports facilities and social spaces.  Water and adventure play areas will also be 
included.  (Clitterhouse playing fields). 

122 Child occupancy levels will depend on the mix of market and affordable housing eventually 
agreed and delivered.  Flexibility is likely to be built in to assess the quantum of affordable housing 
as the build out programme proceeds.  Based on the current housing strategy and delivery of units 
set out in table 2 of this report, the expected child occupancy levels will be as follows: 

Under 5 year olds 1,089  
5 – 11 year olds 1,199 

 12 – 16 year olds         716 

 Total   3,004 

123 The SPG provides guidance that a benchmark standard of 10 sq.m. per child should be 
applied to establish the quantitative requirements for play space provision arising from new 
developments in the area.  This would generate a need for approximately 30,000 sq.m. of open 
recreation space.  This target is comfortably met across the masterplan area by access to a range of 
spaces as set out in the open space section of this report. 

124 To ensure that appropriate play space is provided consistently on development plots, the 
Council should consider a condition that reserved matters applications provide on-site play space 
(doorstep play) for the under 5 age group, where feasible.    

Private amenity space

125 The residential element of the proposal will comprise approximately 7,500 units, a mix of 
houses and apartments.  A mix of balconies, terraces, communal courtyards and private gardens 
will be delivered using the following guidelines: 

 

 

Table 4 Access to private amenity space (source: public realm and open space strategy). 

Housing type 
Amenity: minimum 
size Type of space 
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Houses   
3 bed house 25 sq.m. Private garden, balcony or terrace  
4 bed house 40 sq.m. Private garden, balcony or terrace 
   
Apartments   

1 and 2 bed (ground floor) 5 sq.m. 

Private terrace minimum 1.5m 
deep separate from communal 
courtyard 

1 and 2 bed (upper levels) 5 sq.m. 
Communal courtyard, terrace or 
balcony minimum 1.5m deep 

3 and 4 bed (ground floor) 14 sq.m. 

Private terrace minimum 1.5m 
deep separate from communal 
courtyard 

3 and 4 bed (upper levels) 8 sq.m. 
Terrace or balcony minimum 1.5m 
deep 

   
 

126 The guidance will inform the reserved matters applications to ensure that as residential 
blocks come forward for development each flat will benefit from direct access to either communal 
or private amenity space, consistent with the objectives of London Plan policy 4B.1. 

Social infrastructure 

127 London Plan policy 3A.18 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure and 
community facilities states that adequate provision for social infrastructure and community facilities 
is particularly important in major areas of new development and regeneration.  Policies 3A.21 
Locations for healthcare and 3A.24 Education facilities are also relevant. 

128 The application includes a package of social infrastructure provision including new facilities 
and improvements to existing facilities.  The demand arising from the proposed development has 
been calculated on the basis of population projections and the need to provide new facilities has 
been assessed in relation to spare capacity in existing facilities.   

129 The application seeks to provide, as a minimum, additional facilities identified as being 
necessary to mitigate the impact of the development.  This approach is consistent with the 
provisions of circular 05/2005 Planning obligations.  The methodology used to assess the need for 
new social infrastructure provision arising from the proposed 7,500 new homes is generally sound.  
It identifies a need for: 

• Pre-school provision for up to 130 to 180 full time places. 

• 700 to 950 primary school places, with an additional 100 from West Hendon. 

• Around 354 to 507 secondary places, plus 120 to 160 sixth form places, although the 
net figure could be significantly lower. 

• An eight-GP surgery and upto fourteen additional primary care staff (including mental 
health services, and five adult social services staff). 

• A 400 sq.m. library facility. 

• Safer Neighbourhood provision for the Metropolitan Police. 
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• Other community provision providing a range of room types, which can be used for 
general community use, faith provision, access to information technology, and arts and 
cultural uses. This has the potential to be co-located with the facilities described above 
and/or through multi-functional space. 

• A UK Online centre, probably co-located with another facility. 
 

130 The delivery of new social infrastructure provision will be primarily driven by the 
development of new residential units.  The submitted social infrastructure strategy estimates that 
there is sufficient capacity within schools to accommodate demand arising from the primary 
development package (PDP).  Post-primary development package, delivery of new facilities will be 
determined by a series of development triggers related to the development of new residential units 
and other elements of the scheme.   

131 The redevelopment of the Eastern Lands development zone includes relocation and 
reprovision of three facilities currently located there.  These are Whitefield secondary school, 
Mapledown school and Hendon leisure centre.  All three facilities will be reprovided as part of a 
community campus together with a new primary care facility and, subject to a future needs 
assessment, a new children’s centre.  Clarification is sought as to the applicants’ intentions in 
relation to the new primary care centre, which the development specification and framework states 
will be located in either the Eastern Lands, Market Quarter, Station Quarter or Brent Terrace, hence 
contradicting the aspiration to co-locate this facility with others as part of the community campus 
in the Eastern Lands.   

132 Timing of delivery of the new leisure centre, which will provide as a minimum the current 
level of facilities, will be dependent on redevelopment of its existing site.  In order to ensure 
continuity of provision for current and future users, planning conditions will prevent closure of the 
existing centre until such time as the new centre is ready to open. 

133 In addition to the above, improvement and expansion of the existing Claremont primary 
school in Brent Terrace will be provided in the form of a section 106 financial contribution.  Other 
new facilities are proposed to be located at the heart of the new town centre in the Brent Cross 
East and Market Quarter development zones, including 1,500 square metres of multi use 
community floorspace to be provided as part pf the PDP.  The remaining facilities, including two 
new safer neighbourhood units and a new library, are located to ensure a broad geographical 
dispersion, including in the Station Quarter, Brent Terrace and Cricklewood Lane development 
zones. 

134 Social infrastructure provision by size and zone is as follows: 
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Table 5 Social infrastructure provision by size and zone (source: Social Infrastructure Strategy). 

 

135 The proposed approach to social infrastructure provision is acceptable in relation to London 
Plan policy.  The robustness of the development triggers will, however, be key to timely delivery of 
the new facilities.  The Council should be satisfied that the overall package of provision is adequate 
and that timing of delivery is appropriately related to local need arising from the new residential 
units. 

Climate change mitigation 

136 The London Plan requires developments to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation 
of, and adaptation to, climate change and to minimise carbon dioxide emissions (Policy 4A.1). 

137 Policies 4A.2 to 4A.8 of the London Plan focus on how to mitigate climate change, and the 
carbon reduction targets that are necessary across London to achieve this.  Developments are 
required to be adaptable to the climate they will face over their lifetime and address the five 
principles set out in policy 4A.9 of the London Plan. 

Energy 

138 The London Plan energy policy objectives are to support the GLA’s Energy Strategy to 
reduce carbon dioxide emissions, improve energy efficiency and increase the proportion of energy 
generated from renewable sources.  New developments are required to include energy efficient 
design measures and energy efficient and renewable energy technologies wherever feasible. 

139 Major developments should provide an assessment of energy demand and demonstrate the 
steps taken to apply the energy hierarchy set out in London Plan policy 4A.1 which include ‘Using 
less energy (policy 4A.3)’, ‘Supply energy efficiently (policy 4A.6)’ and ‘Using renewable energy 
(policy 4A.7)’. 
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140 A key factor in the assessment of policy 4A.1 is the extent to which major commercial and 
residential schemes have demonstrated that the proposed heating and cooling systems have been 
selected in accordance with the preference set out in policy 4A.6, specifically in the following 
order: 

• Connection to existing CCHP/CHP distribution networks.  

• Site-wide CCHP/CHP powered by renewable energy.  

• Gas-fired CCHP/CHP or hydrogen fuel cells, both accompanied by renewables.  

• Communal heating and cooling fuelled by renewable sources of energy.  

• Gas fired communal heating and cooling. 

141 Major developments should show how the development would generate a proportion of the 
site’s electricity or heat needs from renewables with a target of 20% reduction in carbon emissions, 
wherever feasible (policy 4A.7). 

Baseline emissions and energy efficiency (Be lean: policy 4A.4)

142 London Plan policy 4A.3 seeks that borough’s “ensure future development meets the 
highest standard of sustainable design and construction.”  The buildings have not been modeled 
with building regulations approved compliance software, neither for the dwellings or the non-
domestic buildings.  Instead, benchmark figures have been used to establish baseline emissions. 

143 For detailed planning applications a sample of example dwellings for the scheme is normally 
modeled using SAP 2005 and estimates of the non-building regulations energy use is also 
provided.  The nature, scale and timeframe for the hybrid application are important factors in the 
appropriateness of modeling work in such cases.  The masterplan will be phased across a 
substantial timeframe up to 2026.  As such it would be more appropriate for the applicant to make 
phased commitments or an overarching commitment to exceed building regulations requirements 
at the time of the relevant submission of the reserved matters application. 

144 In the current strategy energy efficiency measures are considered in detail and a 
commitment is indirectly made within the fallback solution relating to the fuel source for the 
combined heat and power plant.  In this scenario, should the applicant fail to negotiate supply of 
refuse derived fuel for the combined heat and power plant a fall back strategy is proposed which 
seeks to provide 20% carbon reduction of which 10% would be renewable and 10% through 
energy efficiency measures. 

145 The merits of the back up strategy are discussed further below, however this type of 
commitment should be brought forward as a general commitment, albeit not necessarily as a 
percentage figure, rather endeavors to exceed in terms of energy efficiency in accordance with 
policy 4A.3.  The section 106 agreement can be used as the appropriate mechanism to secure this 
type of commitment that would be relayed down through to the detailed design at reserved 
matters stages.  This type of approach has been agreed with other similar scale developments 
including Heathrow and Barking Riverside.  GLA officers would welcome further discussion on this 
matter and will look to agree a commitment to exceed building regulations as each reserved 
matters application stage. 
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Combined heat and power and communal heating network (Be clean: policy 4A.5 and 4A.6)

146 London Plan policy 4A.6 states that the Mayor will expect all major developments to 
demonstrate that the proposed heating and cooling systems have been selected in accordance with 
the hierarchy identified in Policy 4A.6, as set out in paragraph 140 above. 

Heating infrastructure:

147 The development is suited to communal heating and there appears to be a willingness to 
install district heating for the residential and commercial buildings on the development. 

148 Whilst this is the case, there is limited consideration of how the district heating will evolve 
in relation to the phasing of the development which, given the scale of development proposed, is 
essential to understand.  Two options are considered in very high level terms.  First, district heating 
linking the residential and hotels and, second, district heating (and cooling) linking the residential, 
hotels and offices. 

149 It is vital that commitments to district heating are secured within the section 106 
agreement and that these are clearly related to the trigger points for the development where 
appropriate.  An analysis demonstrating how the district heating could potentially evolve in relation 
to the primary development package and triggers needs to be provided.  This needs to 
demonstrate how, over time, the networks will be linked into a site wide network and the number 
of energy centres minimised. 

Combined heat and power

150 Given the significant size, type and nature of the buildings within the development, the 
proposal is suitable for combined heat and power in principle.  Combined heat and power has been 
considered for the development, although uncertainty remains as to the sizing and fuel source of 
the plant.  For example, at one end of the scale a large multi-megawatt centrally located combined 
heat and power unit is considered and at the other end a 50kWe combined heat and power unit is 
investigated for a single plot in the primary development package.  As described above a clear 
understanding of the phasing options for the energy strategy needs to be established. 

151 In relation to fuel source for the combined heat and power plant, the applicants preferred 
plan is to use syngas produced from the waste handling facility that is planned to be located on the 
site.  However, this is subject to approval from third parties, specifically North London Waste 
Authority. Therefore, the contingency strategy is to use conventional natural gas fuelled combined 
heat and power. 

152 The commitment should be secured to deliver large scale combined heat and power serving 
the whole development.  Multiple small combined heat and power units of equivalent total capacity 
will not achieve the same carbon reductions. 

Renewable energy technologies (policy 4A.7)

153 London Plan policy 4A.7 requires development to achieve a reduction in carbon dioxide 
emissions of 20% from using on site renewable energy generation. 

154 The renewable contribution for this scheme is envisaged to come from the use of syngas (a 
synthetic gas produced from waste) within the combined heat and power plant.  If all technical 
constraints can be overcome (e.g. ensuring the quality and quantity of the gas produced), this 
potentially presents itself as an innovative use of renewable energy at the kind of scale that is likely 
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to prove sustainable over the long term.  The total carbon savings from such as system could be as 
high as 50-60%, significantly surpassing the 20% policy requirement. 

155 If the applicants are, however, forced to revert to using natural gas in the combined heat 
and power plant, the renewable energy contribution will need to be achieved via a different route.  
A range of possible renewable technologies are discussed in the report however no commitment is 
given to the use of any technology or combination of technologies.  The strategy as proposed is to 
consider the detail at a later stage in the development process.  At this stage, a commitment is 
given to achieving a 20% carbon reduction, 10% through the use of renewable energy and 10% 
from energy efficiency measures. 

156 Accounting for the possibility where the generation and use of syngas is not available, 
further site-specific consideration of the potential contribution from renewable energy needs to 
undertaken to meet the 20% target set out in London Plan policy 4A.7. 

Section 106 and delivery:

157 As discussed above, it is crucial that adequate section 106 clauses are negotiated in order 
to ensure that the installation of the district heating infrastructure is tied in to either the trigger 
points, where appropriate, or an appropriate phased mechanism for the development. 

158 To ensure delivery of the agreed strategy the applicant should consider the possibility of 
establishing a specific energy panel.  A similar approach was introduced by the GLA during 
negotiations on the Barking Riverside planning application.  The terms of reference for the panel 
are set out in the section 106 agreement for Barking Riverside and includes a representative from 
the GLA.  Barnet Council should also be invited to any such panel.  The panel is intended to assist 
in the delivery or selection of an energy provider if required, and in the formulation of an energy 
implementation plan, which will realise agreed carbon reduction targets and commitments made at 
this outline stage. 

Summary

159 The applicants have applied the energy hierarchy in broad terms.  A range of demand 
reduction measures are highlighted, however the extent to which this will enable Building 
Regulations 2006 to be exceeded is not clear and therefore a specific commitment to exceed 
building regulations is being sought by the GLA.   

160 Although there appears to be an in principle commitment to site wide district heating, the 
report is not clear as to how this will be delivered.  For example, it is unclear at what point the 
buildings in the primary development package will be connected, when the district heating 
networks will be linked and the plans in relation to energy centres 

161 The applicants envisage installing combined heat and power plant fuelled using syngas 
produced from a waste handling facility that is planned to be located at the site.  The renewable 
combined heat and power plant is claimed to reduce carbon emissions by 50 to 60%.   

162 Whist this is supported in the event that conventional fuels are used for the combined heat 
and power plant, commitment is given to reducing carbon dioxide emissions by 10% with 
renewable energy, although no technologies are specified.  A full commitment to a back up energy 
strategy is required.  The back up renewables strategy should be consistent with London Plan 
policy 4A.7 to meet the 20% carbon reduction target. 

163 Overall, the applicant has provided information that enables the basic idea behind the 
energy proposals to be understood. 
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164 Provided commitments to site wide district heating and the minimum possible number of 
energy centres are agreed in the section 106 agreement, the proposals are acceptable in technical 
terms but subject to further information and revisions. 

• Sustainable design and construction commitments need to be tied into the energy strategy. 
The example of minimum commitments for Barking Riverside should be considered. 

 
• For phase 1, the applicant needs to deal with each proposed land use comprehensively in 

terms of how it does or does not link to any power, heating and cooling infrastructure.  If 
there is no commitment to link it to that infrastructure then there needs to be justification.  

 
• CHP and CCHP need to be dealt with more fundamentally in terms of the delivery strategy.   
 
• Back up renewable energy strategy that complements the use of CHP/CCHP.  
 
Climate Change adaptation 

165 The London Plan promotes five principles in policy 4A.9 to promote and support the most 
effective adaptation to climate change.  These are to minimise overheating and contribution to 
heat island effects, minimise solar gain in summer, contribute to flood risk reductions, including 
applying sustainable drainage principles, minimise water use and protect and enhance green 
infrastructure.  Specific policies cover overheating, living roofs and walls and water.  The applicants 
have committed to meeting the essential standards and some of the preferred standards set out in 
the GLA’s sustainable design and construction SPG. 

Overheating (Policy 4A.10)

166 The policy requires that developers should demonstrate how new development could be 
made heat resilient in terms of design, construction and operation.  As set out in the energy 
section of this report, the detailed design and modelling of buildings has not been undertaken at 
this stage.  A commitment to deliver energy efficient buildings is being sought by the GLA, 
however the design and access statement provides an illustrative block study with a model 
illustrating a typical family maisonette.  Overheating is considered in so far as duel aspect 
accommodation being illustrated within the worked example.  The example highlights that other 
individual plots will need to consider these type of design issues at reserved matters stages.  A clear 
commitment to achieving energy efficient building including minimising overheating can be agreed 
and secured within either planning conditions or the section 106 agreement. 

Living roofs and walls (Policy 4A.11)

167 The policy expects these to be incorporated where feasible.  The sustainability strategy 
considers the inclusion of these and estimates approximately 10% of roof space could be used as 
either green roof space or as additional living/amenity space. 

168 The commitment to the inclusion of green roofs is welcome.  The target proposed should 
be set as a minimum across the regeneration area.  The Council should consider a condition to 
include green and brown roofs and walls wherever feasible. 

Flooding (Policy 4A.13) and sustainable drainage (Policy 4A.14)

169 Part of the site is within flood zone 3a and a flood risk assessment has been carried out.  
This demonstrates that no inappropriate uses are proposed for zone 3a and there is no requirement 
for any part of the development to pass the Exceptions Test of PPS25. 
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Surface water 

170 The proposals conclude that the existing flood risk to the North Circular Road will intensify 
with increased depths of flood water, within a generally similar flood envelope.  The Mayor wishes 
to see this problem reduced rather than exacerbated. 

171 Thames Water has notified the GLA that there is currently a shortage of foul sewer capacity 
in the vicinity of the North Circular/A41 junction to the immediate east of the site.  This issue is 
not apparent in the drainage strategy attached as part of the Flood Risk Assessment, possibly as it 
lies outside the boundary of the site.  Thames Water and TfL have examined the issue and 
identified additional foul sewer storage as a potential solution.  The Mayor needs to be assured 
that the applicant will work with Thames Water and TfL to ensure that this issue is addressed. 

172 The proposals include a 45% reduction in surface water run–off from the development.  A 
range of sustainable urban drainage systems are proposed, including green and brown roofs, 
detention basins, gravelled areas, swales (where appropriate), permeable paving and pipe storage.  
The Council should consider a condition to include appropriate sustainable urban drainage 
technologies where feasible across the regeneration area.  The approach is supported and is 
consistent with London Plan Policy 4A.14. 

River Brent 

173 The River Brent flows through the site in a narrow concrete channel of little amenity or 
environmental value.  The proposals include the re-alignment and remodelling of the River Brent to 
create an improved river corridor.  These proposals are in line with Policy 4C.3 and supported by 
the London River Restoration Action Plan. 

Water use (Policy 4A.16)

174 The policy sets a maximum water use target of 105 litres per person per day for residential 
dwellings.  The policy seeks to maximise rainwater-harvesting opportunities and promotes the use 
of grey water recycling and dual potable systems.  The water use strategy commits to the policy 
target and the use of water saving and harvesting technologies.  The Council should consider 
appropriate conditions to ensure these are met. 

Waste 

175 London Plan policies 4A.21 to 4A.24 provide the strategic policy framework for the 
provision of waste management facilities in London.  Key issues relevant to consideration of the 
proposed development include the development of new and emerging advanced conversion 
technologies for waste in preference to any increase in conventional incineration capacity and the 
desire to generate renewable energy and renewable hydrogen from waste (4A.21); and if, for any 
reason, an existing waste management site is lost to non-waste use, compensatory site provision 
will be required that normally meets the maximum throughput that the site could have achieved 
(4A.24). 

176 The existing Hendon waste transfer station, operated on behalf of the North London Waste 
Authority (NLWA) by the Waste Recycling Group under an agreement with London Waste Limited 
(LWL), is proposed to be redeveloped as part of the proposals for the Brent Terrace development 
zone.  It currently provides for the transfer of municipal waste delivered to the site by road onto 
rail wagons for onward disposal to landfill.  This site is identified as an existing waste transfer site 
in the emerging North London Waste Development Plan Document (Preferred Options stage), for 
which Barnet Council is a member of the joint working group. 
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177 The application proposes a replacement waste management site to be located between 
Edgware Road and the Midland mainline railway, on a site currently occupied by a cash and carry 
store.  The principle of the replacement site is acceptable in relation to London Plan policy 4A.24. 

178 In terms of the collection, treatment and disposal of waste, the applicant anticipates 
providing a materials recycling facility (MRF) together with bulking facilities, and potentially a 
composting technology should demand for the compost be identified.  The remaining residual 
waste is intended to be treated through a mechanical biological treatment (MBT) or mechanical 
heat treatment (MHT) technology in order to generate a refuse derived fuel (RDF) to be used in 
the combined heat and power plant.  The applicant should ensure that the MBT or MHT produces 
the highest grade material possible to maintain a high calorific RDF value, thus ensuring the 
maximum benefit for energy production.   

179 The proposal is applauded for its potential diversion of waste from landfill, with only 
recyclable material and ash from the proposed thermal facility to be transferred outside of London 
for subsequent management.  Notwithstanding the strong policy support for the applicant’s 
preferred solution, the technology finally implemented will be determined through NLWA’s 
procurement process.  It would be extremely regrettable if the final technology did not deliver the 
wider sustainability benefits associated with the preferred MBT or MHT technologies.  NLWA has 
also expressed concerns about the ability of the new site to support MBT or MHT technologies 
capable of meeting the maximum throughput that the existing site could achieve (300,000 tonnes 
per annum).  GLA officers would welcome further discussions with NLWA and the applicant on 
both of these matters, with a view to resolving these issues before the application is referred back 
to the Mayor at stage two. 

Noise 

180 London Plan policy 4A.20 Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes states that the 
Mayor will, and boroughs should reduce noise by, among other things, “minimising the existing and 
potential adverse impacts of noise on, from, within, or in the vicinity of, development proposals” 
and that new noise sensitive development should be separated from major sources of noise 
wherever practicable.  The advice contained in Planning Policy Guidance note 24 (PPG24): 
Planning and noise is also relevant. 

181 The application site contains several major sources of noise including road traffic noise from 
the A406 and A41 and rail and freight noise from the Midland mainline railway.  The residential 
parts of the proposed development will be particularly sensitive to road and rail noise and 
mitigation will be required as appropriate.  

182 The recognition in paragraph 9.2.5 of the revised environmental statement that the scale of 
the proposed development presents particular opportunities for designing for an optimal noise 
environment is welcomed.  However, it would be helpful to draw up a set of design principles, for 
example, a hierarchy of preferred mitigation methods for new housing where it will be subject to 
significant noise from existing sources – in order to ensure successful designs are achieved. The 
GLA would be happy to discuss such a hierarchy with the developers and Barnet.  

183 The application includes proposals to facilitate resurfacing of parts of the A406 with a low 
noise surface.  Whilst this is supported in principle, the noise reduction achieved in practice will 
depend on many factors, including the current surface materials and their condition.  More detailed 
studies will be needed to confirm the actual noise reductions before these can be assumed in the 
design process, and it is recommended that these are secured by condition. 
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184 Table 9.3 of the revised environmental statement indicates that most of the new residential 
properties will, on a worst case scenario basis, fall within PPG24 Noise Exposure Category (NEC) ‘C’ 
or ‘D’.  PPG24 advises that in such cases, planning permission should normally be refused.  Whilst 
it is not uncommon in London to grant planning permission for residential development in NEC ‘D’, 
this is normally where noise levels do not exceed the relevant thresholds by large margins, and in 
such circumstances, very high levels of sound insulation must be provided.   

185 The application proposes to use sound insulation to protect new residential properties from 
unacceptable noise conditions.  However, in line with London Plan policy 4A.20, it will be essential 
to fully explore the sort of design and layout measures referred to in paragraph 9.5.56, e.g. placing 
habitable rooms on quieter facades, and only to use sound insulation when design measures alone 
are unable to achieve acceptable noise conditions.  There is sufficient flexibility in the application 
for these issues to be properly addressed at reserved matters stage.  Where sound insulation is 
essential and windows need to kept closed, the need for ventilation systems (preferably passive) 
should be assessed. 

186 For the Brent Terrace development zone, the intention to install a noise barrier alongside 
the railway line (paragraph 9.5.60) is welcome.  The need for a barrier alongside the new spine road 
beside the northern end of Brent Terrace itself should also be considered, as significant increases in 
noise levels appear likely due to the new road, as identified in tables 9.2 and 9.3 of the revised 
environmental statement.  In relation to the new freight facility, the use of an acoustic screen is 
welcomed.   

187 On a point of clarity, the noise levels specified for Brent Park Road West (Table 9.1 of the 
revised environmental statement) seem very low, given its position adjacent to the M1, and should 
be checked.  Compared to the LAeq (10 minutes) of 61 dB(A) in the table, the DEFRA London 
Road Traffic Noise Map indicates a daytime (12 hour) LAeq of at least 72 dB(A), which is 
consistent with the map in Figure 9.2 (‘2026 Do-minimum’) of the revised environmental 
statement.  

Biodiversity 

188 London Plan policy 3D.14 states that “the planning of new development and regeneration 
should have regard to nature conservation and biodiversity, and opportunities should be 
undertaken to achieve positive gains for conservation through the form and design of 
development,” and that “where development is proposed that would affect a site of importance for 
nature conservation or important species, the approach should be to seek to avoid adverse impact 
on the species or nature conservation value of the site, and if that is not possible, to minimise such 
impact and seek mitigation of any residual impacts.” 

189 Two sites of importance for nature conservation (SINCs) will be affected by the proposed 
development.  These are Clarefield Park and Clitterhouse recreation ground.  Clarefield Park is 
proposed for development and in effect, re-location elsewhere within the regeneration zone. 
Clitterhouse recreation ground is to be retained and its sports facilities intensified.  

190 The revised environmental statement contains a thorough ecology and nature conservation 
chapter, which fully investigates the existing ecology of the application site.  This appears to have 
genuinely informed the landscape design masterplan. 

191 The approach to the design of the new open spaces to include nature areas, bioswales (as 
part of sustainable urban drainage systems), wildflower meadows is welcomed.  These measures 
will, in theory, more than compensate for the loss of the Clarefield Park SINC.  Their success in 
terms of attracting and maintaining significant biodiversity value will, however, be dependent on 
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the quality of their construction and future management regimes.  Appropriate provisions for 
future management should be secured in the section 106 agreement. 

Air quality 

192 London Plan policy 4A.19 Improving air quality states that the Mayor will, and boroughs 
should, achieve reductions in pollutant emissions and public exposure to pollution by, among other 
things, “improving the integration of land use and transport policy and reducing the need to travel 
especially by car” and “ensuring at the planning application stage, that air quality is taken into 
account along with other material considerations and that formal air quality assessments are 
undertaken where appropriate, particularly in designated Air Quality Management Areas.”  Both 
the borough of Barnet and the neighbouring borough of Brent are designated Air Quality 
Management Areas. 

193 A comprehensive assessment of the air quality impacts of the proposed development has 
been undertaken.  The assessment methodology is appropriate and includes impacts from the 
construction and operational phases of the development, including construction dust and 
construction traffic emissions, emissions from the combined heat and power plant, waste handling 
facility, traffic and rail movements. 

194 A package of mitigation measures to reduce the air quality impacts of construction activity 
is proposed.  This is acceptable.  The identified air quality impacts of the operational phase are 
potentially more significant, with anticipated exceedences of the annual average air quality 
objective at certain receptors e.g. at roadside locations, and some existing residential properties are 
predicted to be exposed to increased concentrations of nitrogen dioxide.  Equally, some locations 
will experience improved air quality, such as at the A406/A5 flyover, where a significant reduction 
in the annual mean concentrations of nitrogen dioxide is predicted to occur.   

195 Potential mitigation measures in relation to emissions from the combined heat and power 
plant are described.  Specifically, stack height will be key; this has a greater and more significant 
impact on air quality concentrations at ground level than emissions from vehicles servicing the 
facility.  Ultimately, a balance will need to be struck between visual amenity criteria and air quality 
considerations.  The height of the CHP stack will be determined at reserved matters stage.  Given 
the likely impact of the CHP emissions on nitrogen dioxide concentrations, the Council is urged to 
give ground level air quality greater priority so as to reduce the impact on nearby receptors. 

196 Detailed design considerations including the orientation of individual buildings and their 
proximity to areas where air quality is likely to be worst, may have a significant impact on the 
emissions they are exposed to.  Where reserved matters applications may significantly and 
adversely differ from those predicted in the revised environmental statement, screening will be 
required and further air quality assessments may be necessary. 

Phasing and infrastructure triggers 
 
197  The scale and complexity of the proposed development necessitates a long-term approach 
to redevelopment up to 2026.  The application seeks flexibility in relation to the build out of the 
scheme post-PDP in order to respond to evolving market conditions.  The revised Development 
Specification and Framework (DSF) (November 2008) and associated Parameter Plans and Design 
and Access Statement (and Guidelines), form the basis of the scheme for which outline planning 
permission is sought.  The DSF specifies the principles, parameters, constraints and restrictions 
within which the flexible elements of the scheme are contained.  The environmental impact 
assessment process has assessed the scheme within defined principles and parameters, with which 
future reserved matters applications will be required to comply, unless any proposed variations 
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would be unlikely to have any significant adverse environmental impacts beyond those already 
assessed. 

Parameter Plans 

198 Appendix 2 of the DSF comprises a set of 28 Parameter Plans.  Each plan identifies an 
element, or elements of the application that will be fixed or flexible to within approved levels of 
deviation.  Each plan is also supported by explanatory text outlining key features and relevant 
limits of deviation. 

199 The principle of setting key parameters and agreed limits of deviation is supported.  These 
are essential tools that will inform the detailed preparation of subsequent reserved matters 
applications and ensure the environmental impact has been appropriately assessed on the basis of 
the worst-case scenario.  They will also shape the appropriate design solutions across individual 
development zones and identify key locations of public realm, public open space and transport 
infrastructure, which all form essential elements that must be fixed, to an extent, in order to 
provide a degree of certainty as to the permission being sought and to ensure any subsequent 
planning permission is robust and has been robustly assessed in terms of the environmental impact. 

Physical and social infrastructure triggers  

200 In terms of delivery, the outline application is effectively divided into two sections:  the 
PDP delivery stage and post-PDP delivery stage.  A breakdown of development contained within 
the PDP is set out in paragraph 24 of this report.  Similarly, the transport infrastructure associated 
with the PDP is set out in paragraph 14 within Appendix 1 to this report. 

201 The applicants are unwilling to commit to a pre-set programme of implementation of the 
development beyond the primary development package.  This is regrettable.  Instead, an indicative 
construction programme (ICP) within the environmental statement identifies seven indicative 
phases with a total of 114 building plots, to which construction is allocated according to a ‘likely’ 
order of build out.  This indicative phasing plan is also set out in the design and access statement.  
For the purposes of the environmental statement, the ICP is used to illustrate the anticipated 
timing and pattern of development and forms the basis of the assessment of impacts.  It claims to 
represent an interpretation of the worst case construction impacts which may occur.  The 
robustness of this approach remains subject to detailed discussion between the applicants, the GLA 
and the Council. 

202 Appendix 7 of the DSF includes a series of physical and social infrastructure triggers, which 
are intended to act as a set of prerequisite conditions that must be met to allow a set quantum of 
development to proceed.  The triggers are divided into PDP and post-PDP.  The post-PDP triggers 
are set out according to each of the nine development zones. 

203 The triggers will require specific pieces of infrastructure – physical and social – to be 
delivered before certain elements of the scheme can proceed, and will, in theory, ensure that as the 
scheme progresses, the emerging quantum of development is supported by necessary 
infrastructure or mitigation measures.   

204 The triggers remain a point of ongoing discussion with Barnet Council and the applicants.  
A summary of the PDP triggers should be provided in a similar format to the summary of post-PDP 
triggers.  This will assist a clear understanding of what pieces of infrastructure are required and 
when they will come forward within the PDP. 

205 Whilst the use of triggers could be supported as an innovative approach to securing delivery 
of key pieces of physical and social infrastructure relating to quantum of development, provided 

 page 43 



these can be fully understood and agreed.  At present many of the proposed triggers are arbitrary 
and it remains unclear as to how each one relates to impact.  For example, one suggested trigger 
states that no more than 1,000 units south of the A406 shall be occupied or the new foodstore 
south of the A406 be brought into use before the Cricklewood Lane/Claremont Road and 
Cricklewood Lane/Edgware Road junction works have been completed.  The rationale or 
justification behind each trigger is not explicit and requires further explanation. 

206 In an effort to overcome ongoing concerns over the absence of a phasing plan, the Council 
and the applicants are discussing the use of a macro delivery programme, the purpose of which is 
to demonstrate the delivery of the scheme against the indicative construction programme and the 
triggers.  It would essentially be used as an assessment tool which would facilitate monitoring and 
implementation of the triggers at the reserved matters stage.  GLA officers strongly encourage the 
applicants to sign up to its use. 

London Development Agency’s comments 

207 The LDA welcomes submission of the outline planning application for the comprehensive 
development of Brent Cross Cricklewood.  This area is identified as an Opportunity Area within the 
London Plan and as such there is a requirement to maximise the number of new jobs and homes 
within a newly created town centre.  The LDA supports the principle of development to 
comprehensively regenerate the area to form a new town centre comprising a mix of uses and looks 
forward to seeing further detail on the proposals as they come forward.  

Mix of uses 

208 The LDA welcomes the significant job creation potential of the Brent Cross/Cricklewood 
Opportunity Area and notes that the Socio Economic Assessment of the Environmental Statement 
estimates that 30,000 new jobs will be created as a result of the regeneration proposals 
representing substantial opportunities for the local community. 

209 The LDA also welcomes the range of employment generating floorspace proposed including 
office, retail, leisure, industrial and community facilities and the diverse range of employment 
opportunities that will be created. 

Industrial 

210 London's enterprises especially small and medium enterprises (SMEs) need an adequate 
supply of suitable workspace and therefore the LDA would encourage a range of industrial 
floorspace to be provided with the Opportunity Area.  A robust evidence base should be developed 
and used to identify the needs of SMEs and business start ups within the Brent Cross/Cricklewood 
Opportunity Area and provision of such premises to meet these identified needs should be 
provided.  This includes the provision of flexible and affordable workspace within the industrial 
floorspace offer, including a proportion of the office accommodation/industrial floorspace being 
provided as affordable, well serviced and managed workspace.  Provision of such floorspace 
supports Economic Development Strategy objectives to, 'Address barriers to enterprise start-up 
growth and competitiveness' and to ‘Maximise the productivity and innovation potential of 
London's enterprises' 

Offices 

211 In accordance with London Plan Policy 3B.2 'Office Demand & Supply', the LDA request 
that in order for the developments with the Opportunity Area to enhance the quality and flexibility 
of London's office marker office, within the office space provision, developers should ensure that 
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floor plates provided are flexible enough to be used entirely by a single occupier or can be 
subdivided for multiple tenancies. 

Barriers to employment 

212 The Economic Development Strategy highlights that   London's low levels of employment 
are a result of a complex interaction of factors including a lack of good quality, affordable childcare 
suitable for London's population.  Given the significant job creation potential of the proposed 
regeneration of Brent Cross/Cricklewood, consideration should be given to the provision of 
affordable childcare to ensure that this barrier to employment is addressed and local residents are 
able to take advantage of the job opportunities created. 

213 Given the scale of regeneration proposed within the Brent Cross Cricklewood Opportunity 
Area and in particular, the estimated 30,000 new jobs to be created over a 20 year period 
representing substantial opportunities for the local community, every opportunity should be take 
to ensure that local residents and business benefit from the proposals both in the construction and 
operational phases of the development build out.  The LDA therefore welcomes the commissioning 
of a Skills Development Plan, which considers the construction skills needs in the borough.  As 
more detailed development proposals come forward the LDA would expect the Skills Development 
Plan to be extended further than the construction sector in order that appropriate skills 
requirements of end users in the office, retail, leisure and industrial sectors are identified and 
developed within the local community. 

214 The LDA would recommend that as individual schemes (where there is significant job 
creation potential) come forward, an individual Employment and Training Strategy should be 
produced and agreed with Barnet Council and secured through a section 106 agreement.  It should 
provide detail on initiatives to create training and employment opportunities, utilise the goods and 
services of local businesses and SMEs and address barrier to employment for example, provision of 
affordable childcare.  In addition, the Employment and Training Strategy should be used to set 
targets and establish arrangements for monitoring progress.   

Local planning authority’s position 

215 Barnet Council is expected to report the application to committee in March.  The officer 
recommendation is as yet unknown. 

Legal considerations 

216 Under the arrangements set out in article 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2000 the Mayor has an opportunity to make representations to  Council at this 
stage.  If the Council subsequently resolves to grant planning permission, it must allow the Mayor 
an opportunity to decide whether to direct it to refuse planning permission.  There is no obligation 
at this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s comments unless specifically stated. 

Financial considerations 

217 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 
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Conclusion 

218 The principle of the proposed development and the comprehensive regeneration of this 
currently under-utilised part of north west London is strongly supported in strategic planning 
terms.  The aspiration to transform the existing Brent Cross shopping centre and surrounding area 
into a new mixed use town centre is welcomed.  The proposed mix of uses, including the quantum 
of retail, leisure and office uses, complies with the London Plan.  The provision of around 7,500 
new residential units will make a significant contribution towards meeting local and strategic 
housing targets and in the creation of the new town centre.  The provision of new key 
infrastructure including new bus station and mainline rail station and improvements to existing 
London Underground access is supported in principle.   

219 Further discussion is, however, required on a number of matters before the application is 
referred back to the Mayor for final determination.  The key areas include the following: 

• Housing:  Further discussion on the provision of affordable housing may be required 
subject to the conclusions of the viability review, in order to ensure compliance with 
London Plan policy 3A.10. 

• Transport:  Further discussion is required on transport, in particular the key concerns set 
out in paragraph 59 – 66 of this report and the detailed comments provided at the attached 
Appendix 1. 

• Design:  The overall masterplan is strongly supported.  There are some elements within the 
limits of deviation that need further consideration or testing regarding open space 
locations, and maximum and minimum block lengths and widths and flat layout examples to 
ensure the scheme is fully consistent with the objectives of London Plan policy 4B.1. 

• Energy:  The energy strategy has followed the London Plan energy hierarchy in broad 
terms, however a clear understanding of how the site wide network could evolve needs to 
be illustrated and commitment to a backup renewables strategy is required to ensure 
consistency with London Plan policy 4A.1 and 4A.7.  The GLA will also seek commitment to 
exceed building regulations through energy efficiency measures and that the site wide 
network and back up energy strategy is secured within the section 106 agreement. 

• Noise:  Clarification is required on technical aspects of the noise strategy as set out in 
paragraph 187 of this report. 

• Phasing and triggers:  Whilst the use of triggers could be supported as an innovative 
approach to securing delivery of key pieces of physical and social infrastructure relating to 
quantum of development, it is unclear how many of the proposed triggers relate to impact.  
Further understanding of how the triggers relate to impact needs to be provided. 

• Advisory groups: The GLA seek discussion on the opportunity to form advisory groups for 
the duration of the reserved matters application and where appropriate, construction 
period.  In particular an inclusive access group and where appropriate an energy panel. 

• Conditions and section 106 agreement:  The GLA request that Barnet Council consider a 
number of conditions and that various clauses, in particular relating to energy and transport 
are set out within the section 106.  Further discussion on these matters will be required.  
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for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
Giles Dolphin, Head of Planning Decisions  
020 7983 4271    email giles.dolphin@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895    email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Colin Wilson, Strategic Planning Manager (Planning Frameworks) 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Matt Carpen, Case Officer 
020 7983 4272    email matthew.carpen@london.gov.uk 
Claire O’Brien, Case Officer 
020 7983 4269    email  claire.o’brien@london.gov.uk 
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Appendix 1:  Detailed TfL transport comments 
 
Summary 
 
1. Planning permission is sought for redevelopment of one of the largest regeneration 
areas in London. The transportation issues are complex and far reaching due largely to the 
inaccessible and segregated nature of the development caused by strategic roads and railway 
lines. There are capacity problems at each of the key gateways into the site which suffer from 
congestion during peak periods and at weekends. The location of existing public transport nodes 
with the exception of the existing bus station, are divorced from the core of the regeneration 
area which makes accessibility difficult. These problems are such that the assessment of 
transportation effects and proposed mitigation must be robust. 

2. TfL’s main concerns are surrounding the lack of robust interim assessments for each 
development phase, given that the applicant cannot commit to a clear sequencing of 
development beyond Phase 1 (PDP). The applicant has proposed a series of development 
triggers which are not clearly articulated or calibrated. The Transport Assessment (TA) does not 
demonstrate how mitigation measures contribute to achieving mode shift as the development 
proceeds. The achievement of mode split targets is vital to the success of the development, 
however the means to achieving them is currently lacking. There are clear barriers to delivery 
which could be overcome through improvements to the bus network and through highway 
improvements and reduction in car parking. TfL will require the applicant to commit to delivering 
a more substantial proportion of the overall transportation package during Phase 1 (PDP) in 
order to safeguard against the lack of sequencing beyond this phase. TfL will also need to be a 
s106 party in order to maintain control over the development in the future. The mechanisms put 
forward by the applicant for assessing the development post permission are yet to be agreed 
with TfL. TfL will work with Barnet Council and the applicant to address these concerns.  

Policy Background 

3. London Plan Policy 2A.5 Opportunity Areas and Policy 5B.2 Opportunity Areas in North 
London set out the strategic policy guidance for development at Cricklewood and Brent Cross. In 
transport terms these policies set out to ‘maximise access by public transport’, ensure that 
‘development is geared to the use of public transport’, and ’would require public transport 
improvements to support development’. At Cricklewood and Brent Cross public transport will 
need to be capable of providing capacity for 10,000 new homes and 20,000 new jobs, including 
120,000 sq m of retail and 400,000 sq m of office. A full breakdown of the proposals is provided 
earlier in this report.  

4. Policy 5B.2.para 5.42 explicitly states ‘the planning framework seeks the redevelopment of 
Brent Cross as a town centre complementing the roles of other centres nearby’ and would include 
‘a railway station’. The policy also states ‘any development should be phased with improved 
public transport and accessibility across the area’. 

5. Policy 3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity and Policy 3C.11 Phasing of 
transport infrastructure provision and improvements also emphasise the need for appropriate 
phasing, in particular where existing transport capacity is not sufficient to meet the demand 
generated by the development.  
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6. The scale of this development is such that regard should be had to all transport policies 
found within Chapter 3C of the London Plan. 

7. The consultation draft of Way to Go: Planning for better transport (November 2008) 
makes a number of commitments about the future of London with the underlying objective of 
smoothing traffic flow and getting London moving:  

• Our job is not to punish the motorist........it is to help people recognise that there are 
cleaner, greener, cheaper and more efficient alternatives. And where those alternatives 
don’t exist – as in many parts of outer London - our job is to supply them (p11);  

• If we are to make London more liveable, we need a transport network that is as safe and 
attractive as possible, but which also gets you where you need to go as quickly as possible’ 
(p20);   

• it is no use having complete calm on the top deck of a bus, if that bus is itself beached in 
the traffic like an expiring whale, or indeed a queue of expiring whales, it is time for a 
ruthless review of all the obstacles to the free flow of traffic in London (p20);  

• Exploring new ways of preventing deliveries from choking traffic (p21); 

• Though cycling has increased in popularity, it only represents one percent of journeys – 
nowhere near the achievements of Copenhagen (20%) or Amsterdam (30%). If we are to 
attain a level of even five per cent of journeys by bike, we will need a step change – and 
that can only be accomplished with a series of deeply meditated improvements (including 
launching a cycle hire scheme and new cycle routes) (p26);  

• We want to be fair to all modes, and we believe we can do this by improving public 
transport, increasing safety, smoothing traffic flow, encouraging cycling, speeding the 
development of urban realm projects and thereby making the city easier to get around and 
more liveable (p24). 

8. The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Regeneration Area Development 
Framework (December 2005) provides an indicative strategy for redevelopment of the area 
including a transport vision. It should be noted that a separate planning application has been 
submitted and approved for West Hendon which is not considered in this report.  

9. The Framework states ‘travel in outer London will remain predominantly by car’. The 
Framework forecasts a total of 132,800 new person trips into the area per 12 hour weekday 
period, including 29,100 additional private vehicles. Importantly the framework predicts a mode 
split target of 49% in favour of public transport including walking and cycling on completion of 
the development in 2026.  

 

10. The Framework provides a transport vision including a list of principles which seek to 
minimise additional car use, including new and improved public transport services, integration 
between modes, improved accessibility and limited new parking. The development framework 
states ‘The movement strategy has been developed to include measures that will maintain or 
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improve current conditions for existing highway and public transport users, provide enhanced 
access to all parts of the regeneration area, and improve capacity for all travel modes consistent 
with the above forecast demands’. The framework also states there will be ‘limited new parking 
associated with development to discourage the use of the car for non essential journeys’. The 
development framework defines development proposals within 4 illustrative phases including 
highway and public transport improvements, subject to details being considered through future 
planning applications and transport assessments.  

Site accessibility  

11. The site currently has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of between 1 and 5, 
where 1 is low and 6 is high. The PTAL is at its highest at Brent Cross Bus Station and at the rail 
and Underground stations. The TA states that the site will have a PTAL of between 5 and 6 on 
completion of the development in 2026. The development site includes key parts of the 
Transport for London Road Network (TLRN), A41 Hendon Way and A406 North Circular Road. 
The site is also bounded by the A5 Edgware Road, part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN). 
The framework area also includes sections of Thameslink and the Midland Mainline railway 
between London St Pancras and Sheffield including the existing Cricklewood station. The 
Edgware branch of the Northern Line also runs close to the site and Brent Cross Underground 
station is included in the regeneration area. Brent Cross Bus Station includes access to 18 bus 
routes (including Green Line) providing connections to a wide range of town centres across 
London, the majority of these services provide access from and through the sites via the TLRN 
or SRN. TfL will need to undertake a detailed PTAL assessment in order to clarify conclusions in 
the TA.  

Description of transport proposals 

12. A detailed description of the development proposals by land use and by quantum are 
provided earlier in the report. The applicant is seeking outline permission for the completed 
development in 2026 (1.5 million sq m of development), however the applicant is only able to 
commit to a defined build programme for Phase 1 or the Primary Development Package 
(265,000 sq m of development), also summarised earlier in the report. This represents 
approximately 20% of the completed scheme and 50%, some 61,201 sq m, of retail 
development and 1,300 homes. The Transport Assessment (TA) assumes that the development 
will be completed by 2026 assessing the development with all public transport and mitigation in 
place. 

13. The application includes a package of transport proposals for the completed end state in 
2026, however there is no clear commitment to their sequencing or operation. The proposals can 
be summarised as follows:  

• Creation of or alteration to 11 gateway highway junctions including 5 strategic junctions 
on the A406 and A41 Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) and A5 Strategic Road 
Network (SRN);  

• Midland Mainline bridge 

• circa 12,000 additional car parking spaces; 
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• a new relocated bus station;  

• increased frequency on existing bus routes and additional bus routes; 

• proposed Rapid Transit System (RTS), consisting of a minibus between Brent Cross 
Underground Station and Cricklewood Railway Station;  

• A406 pedestrian bridge; 

• enhanced A406/A41 pedestrian underpass; 

• A41 pedestrian bridge; 

• enhanced Templehof Bridge;  

• minor interchange enhancements at Brent Cross London Underground station;  

• step free access at Brent Cross London Underground Station; 

• minor bus interchange enhancements at Cricklewood rail station; 

• step free access at Cricklewood Station  

• new rail station on the Thameslink/ midland mainline;  

• new rail freight facility;  

• new waste transfer facility;  

• Framework Travel Plan (FTP);  

• Framework Servicing and Delivery Strategy (FSDS); 

• car club;  

• cycle club; 

• 9,125 cycle parking spaces (including 7,550 residential spaces); 

• Transport Advisory Group (TAG); 

• transport fund. 

14. As described above the applicant is only able to commit to a defined sequencing of 
development and transport improvements for Phase 1 (PDP). The transport improvements 
included in Phase 1 can be summarised as follows: 

• creation and alteration to some of the gateway junctions and to the local road network; 

• replacement of Templehof Bridge 

• A406 Brent Cross Ingress/Egress junctions works; 
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• A41/A406 junction works; 

• Cricklewood Lane/ A5 junction works 

• diversion of Prince Charles Drive 

• 1,300 residential car parking spaces (1 space per unit); 

• Implementation of permitted Fenwick multi-storey car park comprising 800 spaces; 

• unspecified parking for other non-residential uses;  

• increased frequency of bus route 232 from 3 to 4 buses per hour; 

• Rapid Transit System (RTS) consisting of a minibus between Brent Cross Underground 
Station and Cricklewood Railway Station; 

• car club; 

• enhanced Brent Cross A406/A41 pedestrian underpass; 

• 1,300 cycle parking spaces; 

• Unspecified cycle parking for other non residential uses; 

Phasing and Delivery 

15. An illustrative sequencing of delivery through 7 phases is provided in the Design and 
Access Statement and in the Indicative Construction Programme (ICP), however the applicant is 
not committing to a rigid phasing plan or to a clear sequencing of transport mitigation beyond 
Phase 1 (PDP). 

16. The Design and Access Statement includes illustrative phases which show infrastructure 
and public transport improvements developed incrementally through each phase. The EIA also 
includes statements about highway and public transport networks having sufficient capacity to 
meet demand created by the development during each illustrative phase and time period. 
However, these statements about transport capacity are not substantiated in the TA. Instead the 
TA relies on a series of development triggers and interim assessments, the rationale behind 
which is not calibrated or robustly assessed in the TA.  

17. The TA does not currently specify the maximum amount of development which can come 
forward in advance of highway and public transport mitigation being provided, nor does it 
specify highway and public transport capacity at the point when a development trigger bites. 
The way the TA has been structured allows for large volumes of development to come forward 
without firm commitments to deliver the necessary mitigation. 

18. TfL must be confident that sufficient checks and balances are in place to ensure that 
capacity is continuously provided ahead of demand by reference to performance and capacity of 
the transport networks and achievement of mode split targets including travel demand 
management. On this basis Barnet Council and TfL must be party to the s106. This agreement 
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provides a key mechanism in ensuring that at no stage, will impacts arising from the 
development, lead to transport network being overcrowded or inoperable. 

19. By comparison with other major development sites in London, the current proposals defer 
vital public transport improvements until a later stage, beyond which the applicants are not 
willing to commit, or triggered by land uses and quantum which may not be delivered. On this 
basis TfL cannot accept that the package of transport proposals within Phase 1 (PDP) as listed 
above adequately reflect the quantum of development being proposed particularly given the 
uncertainties over the detail and timing of future phases of development. For example, 
development at Wembley, Stratford, Olympics and White City (Westfield) included a 
commitment to provide significant public transport infrastructure investment and capacity in 
advance of development. 

20. The approach to future planning applications is critical to the delivery and success of this 
development. The applicant proposes to provide further assessment of the development impact 
as it progresses through Reserved Matters Applications and Reserved Matters Transport Reports 
(RMTR). The applicant has also proposed that development impacts can be assessed against a 
hypothetical TA Matrix which it is proposed will provide an envelope by which predicted 
development impact of proposed reserved matters applications can be measured by reference to 
the end state 2026 TA. The matrix is based upon trip rates being assigned to different land uses 
and then calculated as a percentage of assumed mode split targets set out in the FTP. 

21. TfL remains to be convinced that the TA Matrix is workable for a number of reasons. As 
such the Matrix: 

• is hypothetical in nature and is not based on a robust form of transport assessment; 

• does not reasonably accept that growth on the network will be adequately assessed or 
mitigated; 

• does not consider or articulate the combined impact of growth on the network with that 
of construction traffic plus development related traffic; 

• does not account for robustly assessed road or public transport capacity and performance 
across Sat, AM and PM peak periods;  

• relies on the assumption that the infrastructure proposed within the scheme is the 
maximum that will be required to mitigate the impacts that may arise from it;  

• relies on travel plan surveys being prepared by a travel plan co-ordinator as the only 
means of assessing future development;  

• assumes that the infrastructure proposed will provide sufficient capacity; 

• is based upon the premise that the applicant does not have to undertake any further 
transport assessment or modelling beyond outline permission being granted; 

• is attempting to provide the basis for RMTR, the scope of which is yet to be agreed with 
TfL. 
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22. TfL will need to agree the scope of the proposed transport reports with the applicant to 
ensure that they allow for assessment of network performance and capacity at the time when 
the RMTR’s are submitted. Reserved matters applications will be submitted to Barnet Council as 
the local planning authority who will consult with TfL, but the council is not obliged to accept 
TfL’s views on the application. Under the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London Order) 
2008 the Mayor has no right to be consulted on all reserved matters or s73 applications.  

23. TfL does not consider that the applicant’s proposal to date has sufficient controls to 
ensure that there will be sufficient capacity on the network or that the transport impact of the 
development will be adequately mitigated. The TA and Matrix approach described above is 
based upon the premise that there would be no requirement for full transport assessment as the 
development progresses, instead relying on more limited RMTR’s and surveys.  

24. Importantly, TfL will require further full transport assessment at key interim stages as the 
development progresses. TfL will also require a clear commitment from the applicant that the 
impact of development on the transport networks within each phase of development will be 
adequately mitigated. The mechanism to achieve this will need to include a combination of 
clearly enforceable restrictions on the progress of development. For example TfL and Barnet 
Council could enforce the bringing forward of infrastructure triggers and public transport 
provision at a precautionary early stage suitably in advance of development thresholds being 
reached. 

25. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 2A.5 Opportunity Areas, 5B.2 Opportunity Areas 
in North London, 3C.1 Integrating transport and development, 3C.2 Matching development to 
transport capacity, and 3C.11 Phasing of transport infrastructure provision. 

Mode split 

26. The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Regeneration Area Development 
Framework (December 2005) sets an indicative daily mode split target for all trips of 49% in 
favour of public transport. This target is welcomed by TfL as long as the mechanism for 
achieving it is pragmatic. The TA observes that current mode split is in the pm is 15% and 
forecasts that approximately 65% of new trips at the end state 2026 will be made using public 
transport including walking and cycling. With regard to the end state the TA assumes that these 
are new trips and not existing trips. The TA suggests that the current baseline public transport 
mode split is approximately 15%. A summary of baseline and forecast public transport mode 
split for the development area (including walking and cycling) is provided below. 
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Table 6 baseline and forecast public transport mode split for the development area 

 AM PM SAT 

2005 base year 27% 15% 10% 

2026 do minimum (without development) 28% 19% 25% 

2026 end state (with development) 75% 62% 45% 

 

27. The applicant has prepared a Framework Travel Plan (FTP) which is welcomed by TfL. The 
FTP provides a hypothetical daily mode split progression by phase but it does not demonstrate 
how the proposed package of infrastructure improvements influences mode split incrementally, 
or how site wide travel plans will achieve the FTP targets. The mode split targets for public 
transport are set out in the FTP as follows: 

• 35%: Phase 1 (PDP)  

• 38%: Phase 2 

• 43%: Phase 3 

• 45%: Phase 4 

• 56%: Phase 5 

• 67%: Phase 6 

• 67%: Phase 7  

28. TfL requests further clarification of the mode split assumptions which have been applied in 
the TA for the baseline and forecast mode splits. For example, the evidence base for the 
observed existing mode split, how new and existing trips have been assessed, the origin of trips 
and further information illustrating how the mode split targets in the FTP were derived. TfL will 
also requests further clarification from the applicant on how mode split assumptions for the 
Phase 1 (PDP) have been derived.  

29. The aspiration of the applicant to increase the mode share of sustainable transport from 
current levels is welcomed by TfL. However, there is insufficient evidence in the TA to 
demonstrate how this mode split target will be achieved progressively having regard to capacity 
and performance on the network, or how constraint on private vehicle use and parking 
restrictions will contribute to meeting the mode split targets.  

30. Achievement of mode split progression is inherent upon public transport capacity being 
provided ahead of demand. The TA does not currently provide the rationale for how the 
proposed triggers and mitigation will contribute to this progression.   

31. Importantly, Barnet Council and TfL must be able to limit the amount of development 
which can come forward if the mode split targets are not being achieved. This could be 
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controlled by setting development triggers and mitigation at a precautionary early stage and 
assessing mode split as part of future transport assessment.    

32. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and development, 
3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity, and 3C.11 Phasing of transport infrastructure 
provision. 

Transport Advisory Group 

33. The applicant has proposed that a Transport Advisory Group (TAG) will be set up to 
promote and encourage sustainable public transport across the development. The group would 
make recommendations to the Barnet Council and TfL and allocate investment from a ‘transport 
fund’. TfL has agreed with the applicant that the scope of the TAG will be limited to minor 
recommendations and would not be responsible for influencing investment decisions on major 
infrastructure works.   

34. The TAG would however receive regular monitoring reports from the applicant and Travel 
Plan Co-ordinator with the aim of contributing towards meeting mode split targets. The TAG will 
also consider other FTP measures and make recommendations on how site wide travel plans are 
contributing to the overall FTP.  

35. The terms of reference of the TAG should be agreed in writing with TfL and Barnet Council 
prior to planning permission being granted. It should be noted that the TAG would not have any 
decision making powers, it can only make recommendations. Wherever possible the TAG must 
avoid conflict that may result in delays in delivery and investment.  

36. Importantly, Barnet Council and TfL must be able to determine the need for expenditure 
on transport at the appropriate stage of the development and would therefore expect planning 
obligations and financial contributions to be agreed up front. On this basis it is imperative that 
Barnet Council and TfL are party to the s106 agreement as this will be the mechanism by which 
the majority of public transport improvements will be made.  

Car parking  

37. The number of car parking spaces for which planning permission is being sought is not 
defined within the TA. The TA instead refers to parking standards. The car parking proposed can 
be summarised as follows: 

• circa 12,000 additional car parking spaces; 

• for residential car parking consideration of a sliding scale set from 0.81 spaces per unit 
down to 0.5 spaces per unit; 

• 1,300 residential spaces are proposed in Phase 1 (PDP) at a ratio of 1 space per unit;  

• 6,800 existing retail parking spaces; 

• 800 permitted spaces in the Fenwick Multi-Storey car park in the PDP; 
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• an additional 300 spaces at the re-provided Tesco superstore in the PDP; 

• other retail spaces set at a ratio of 1 space per 50-75 sq m; 

• 1,320 B1 Office spaces (1 space per 300m); 

• 120 spaces at the rail freight facility;  

The TA sets out car parking standards north and south of the A406 but it does not clearly state 
what level of car parking has been assumed for the purposes of forecast demand on the 
network. Should the standards set out in the TA be applied, TfL has calculated by applying 
maximum standards there could be an estimated 19,000 (12,000 additional) car parking spaces 
across the site at end state 2026 including existing spaces at the shopping centre. TfL expects 
the applicant to clarify the total number of spaces proposed and then prepare a site wide 
parking strategy which demonstrates how these numbers will be delivered, seeking to restrict car 
parking from first occupation.  

38. In the context of London Plan Policy 3C.23 Parking strategy (including Annex 4) and 
3C.24 Parking in town centres the level of car parking proposed is considered to unsustainable 
for a town centre location with a predicted PTAL of 5 or 6.  The wider planning aspiration for 
Cricklewood and Brent Cross is to provide a town centre location where homes, jobs and services 
are located in close proximity thus reducing the need to travel. Currently, the TA approach is 
heavily weighted in favour of car use with only limited public transport improvements proposed 
in Phase 1 (PDP). Despite this fact the TA assumes a 20% mode shift during Phase 1 (PDP) 
alone which is considered unrealistic to TfL given the lack of public transport improvements 
proposed during or prior to this phase.  

39. The TA mode split forecasts and FTP mode split targets are ambitious but fail to 
demonstrate how using car parking restraint and increasing public transport capacity will help 
achieve them. For example, the TA should demonstrate how car parking restraint, car free 
development and car clubs will contribute to achieving mode split targets.  

40. In the Context of London Plan policy 3C.24 TfL considers the proposed car parking ratios 
must be significantly reduced.  A 0.5 space per unit site wide residential car parking ratio. For B1 
office use the applicant must commit to a ratio of 1 space per 600 sq m. For retail use in Phase 1 
(PDP) TfL requests that the applicant cap retail car parking at the current number of spaces, 
both at the shopping centre and at other major retail uses such as Tesco, where the existing 460 
spaces could increase to 800 spaces. This level of parking is considered highly unsustainable for 
a town centre location with a predicted PTAL of 5 or 6.  

41. TfL will require car parking standards to be consented on a site by site basis and 
considered against transport accessibility by reference to site wide car parking ratios/caps. 
Planning applications should also be considered against achievement of mode shift targets by 
reference to network capacity and performance. A site wide parking management plan and 
accumulation plan will be required to inform the decision making process.   

42. The provision of a car club is welcomed. TfL requests that further information is provided 
on the scope and sequencing of the car club which should as far as possible be in operation from 
first occupation. The car club will be secured by use of planning obligation.  
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43. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 3C.23 Parking strategy (including Annex 4) and 
3C.24 Parking in town centres.  

Highways 

44. There is a major emphasis in the planning application on providing additional highway 
capacity and junction improvements to establish the primary means of access to the site. TfL has 
been working with the applicant to agree 2026 end state junction assessments for the strategic 
junctions: M1/A406/A5; A41/A406; A41/A407; and new A41 junction. The M1/Staples Corner 
A406 junction improvements have been signed off by both TfL and HA as being fit for purposes 
for the end state 2026 subject to detailed design as part of the s278 agreement. TfL is still 
awaiting a traffic model for the A41/A406 mid level and the new A41 junction. 

45. The feasibility of capacity assessments for each junction relies on a significant mode shift 
to public transport, including a new railway station and bus station and new and enhanced bus 
routes. As previously stated the rationale behind the sequencing of highway works and public 
transport improvements has not been fully substantiated in the TA, for example the timing of 
highway works at M1 junction 1/Staples Corner, Midland Mainline Bridge and other strategic 
junctions, and how these works impact upon mode shift and network capacity and performance.  

46. The TA does not include full interim junction assessments that would demonstrate whether 
the junctions can operate without key pieces of public transport infrastructure in place. If the 
assumptions in the TA change as a result of changes in the sequencing of development there 
will be a need to reassess the junctions as part of the proposed Reserved Matters Transport 
Assessments. Furthermore, a full multi-modal assessment of Phase 1 (PDP) has not been 
undertaken. This assessment is essential given the quantum of development proposed in Phase 
1 (PDP) and because this phase does not include significant public transport mitigation despite 
the mode split forecasts in the TA.   

47. The validity of the AM peak assessment is questioned by TfL as Brent Cross Shopping 
Centre does not open until 10am which is 1 hour after the am peak period assessment, therefore 
it must be assumed that most of the highway traffic is not related to the predominant retail 
development during Phase 1 (PDP). If this is the case it is questionable whether those trips on 
the network could realistically be expected to transfer to public transport. On this basis the PM 
and Saturday assessments are more significant to TfL and must be robustly assessed, where 
junction capacity also has significant implications on bus journey times.     

48. Bus priority measures must be established now for all stages of the development to ensure 
that buses remain an attractive option and to demonstrate how they contribute to the mode 
shift targets. The congested nature of the highway network and the applicant’s assumptions 
about bus journey times is of great cause for concern to TfL. TfL requires the applicant to 
provide a fuller assessment of how highway improvements will contribute towards improving the 
situation for buses, for example the Midland Mainline Bridge works. To date the TA does not 
fully consider the impacts of highway works on public transport provision and accessibility. TfL 
wishes to engage more with Barnet Council in considering these bus priority benefits at the 
southern junctions.  
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49. TfL has commissioned a review of the TA assumptions for Phase 1 (PDP) to inform its 
decision on the acceptability of the TA and in order to inform future reserved matters 
applications. This work is expected to assist in understanding the sequencing of highway 
improvements and to provide guidance on how this Phase of the development should be 
assessed. For example, TfL currently has serious concerns about the timing of the M1 Junction 
1/ Staples Corner works and as a result cannot yet support the assumption in the TA that this 
will not be needed during Phase 1 (PDP).   

50. Following planning permission being granted TfL will need to agree the s278 agreements 
for the approved package of improvements. TfL has provided the applicant with guidance on its 
s278 process to assist with this process. It should be noted that the developer will be required to 
fund all s278 costs. Further issues of design will also need to be addressed and TfL reminds the 
applicant that any improvement to strategic junctions and signals will need to be in accordance 
with DTO guidelines.  

51. Should this application be granted permission the applicant is reminded that this does not 
discharge the requirements under the Traffic Management Act 2004. Formal notifications and 
approval may be needed for both the permanent highway scheme and any temporary highway 
works required during the construction phase of the development. With a redevelopment of this 
type construction management will be absolutely critical and controls and obligations will need 
to be put in place to ensure that buses, pedestrians, cyclists and general traffic can safely and 
efficiently access the site. 

52. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies Policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and 
development, 3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity 3C.14 Enhanced bus priority, 
3C.16 Road scheme proposals,3C.17 Tacking congestion and reducing traffic ,3C.18 Allocation 
of street space,3C.19 Local transport and public realm enhancements and 3C.20 Improving 
conditions for buses. TfL will continue to work with the applicant to address these concerns. 

Construction Impact 

53. The applicant has prepared an Indicative Construction Programme (ICP) which illustrates 
how the development could be built by phase, but is only committed for Phase 1 (PDP) 
following its commencement, the date of which is unknown. The Construction Impact 
Assessment (CIA) is based on the phasing plan in the Design and Access Statement and shows 
completion of all 7 phases by 2026.  

54. The CIA only assesses the impact of construction over an average 3 month period, it does 
not provide a peak hour assessment. The CIA does not take account of additional traffic on the 
road as the development is occupied, nor does it allow for development phases to overlap and 
does not take account of ongoing junction improvement works themselves. 

55. The CIA assumes that the majority of trips will be by large (15m³) lorries, however in 
practice TfL’s experience is of contractors using more smaller vehicles. Therefore, the impacts of 
white vans and workers cars are underrepresented in the CIA. 

56. TfL is concerned that a master development programme that shows zones and outputs 
from zones, linkage between built development output and infrastructure requirements is 
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needed to ensure a comprehensive approach to development. This is in order to account for the 
phasing of development and any overlap of phases coming forward. The total development 
thresholds will be influenced by the sequencing of development concurrently with construction 
traffic. 

57. When considered in more detail the specific impacts associated with each development 
plot and concurrently with highway works are likely to lead to delays and impacts on the 
construction programme. TfL also requires further clarification on the impact of building in 
highway improvements. 

58. There is a need for the applicant to undertake additional sensitivity testing of construction 
impact as the TA does not provide a full or robust assessment of construction affects and does 
not provide a sufficiently robust worst case scenario. 

59. The rail freight facility would be able to consolidate construction material in particular 
aggregates, early in the development life. TfL sees early delivery of this facility as necessary to 
ensure that highway impact is reduced. Similarly, use of the waste handling facility would also 
minimise highway impact.  

60. TfL notes that a draft Construction Worker Travel Plan has been submitted by the 
applicant and this is welcomed. The content of the plan will need to be agreed with the 
authorities prior to it being implemented.  

61. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 3C.14,16,17,18,19 and 20. TfL will continue to 
work with the applicant to address these concerns. 

Buses 

62. Bus improvements will be vital in delivering a sustainable package of public transport 
improvements which achieve the mode split forecasts provided in the TA, or achieve the targets 
set by the applicant in the Framework Travel Plan (FTP). There are four main elements to 
enhancing the experience of bus passengers and improving conditions for buses:  

• Brent Cross Bus Station, including location, design and specification;  

• On and off-site bus priority and movement, including penetration into the site and to the 
community including journey times and bus speeds;  

• Bus service improvements, including further consideration of capacity and level of service; 

• Rapid Transit System (RTS). 

63. Further work is required by the applicant in each of these areas before TfL can accept the 
applicant’s conclusions in the TA. 

64.  The bus station is dealt with separately below.  

65. The FTP and TA provides an illustrative phase by phase bus strategy which is based upon 
an agreed in principle end state bus network and the cost of which has been calculated by TfL. 
TfL supports this approach in principle subject to there being sufficient flexibility to allow for 
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changes to be made as the development rolls out, and based on the developer funding 
improvements as part of Phase 1 (PDP). It should be noted that TfL is yet to agree the 
sequencing of improvements, delivery mechanisms and financial contributions. TfL will insist 
upon bus subsidy being paid direct to TfL who will ultimately decide the best way for this 
subsidy to be spent. TfL maintains that such Investment decisions cannot be made by the 
proposed Transport Advisory Group (TAG).  

66. The applicants will be required to pay for a review of and upgrade to all bus stops within 
400 metre radius of the site boundary and make financial contributions towards any upgrade 
works required to bring them up to London Buses standards. The applicant must also review and 
fund improvements to pedestrian routes to bus infrastructure in accordance with TfL TA 
guidance.  

67. TfL is currently unable to support the proposed RTS. The TA does not provide sufficient 
justification that this service would be more attractive to bus users than use of conventional bus 
services, as the TA modelling forecasts low demand for such a service. TfL therefore questions 
whether the proposed RTS represents good value for money. On this basis the proposed RTS 
should be withdrawn in favour of improving and enhancing the existing bus network. TfL 
considers it inappropriate to spend s106 or other funding on this service when this could be 
spent on other more beneficial bus transport improvements, including bus priority measures. 

68.  TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and development, 
3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity, 3C.4 Land for transport; 3C.14 Enhanced bus 
priority, tram and busway transit schemes and 3C.20 Improving conditions for buses. 

Bus Station  

69. The principle of delivering a suitably enhanced bus station at Cricklewood and Brent Cross 
has always been supported by TfL and is absolutely vital in achieving an acceptable public 
transport package within this key opportunity area. The bus station proposals are presented 
illustratively in the adopted Development Framework. The Framework states ‘the bus station is 
the focal point for many of the existing bus services in North London’ and ‘it will be conveniently 
located to serve the high street’ and ‘walking distances between alighting stops and the town 
centre will be minimised’. The proposals currently put forward do not support these objectives 
because they do not consider the objectives of enhancing public transport serving the 
development.  

70. TfL commissioned an independent review of the proposed bus station relocation. The key 
findings are provided in a report which has been circulated. The findings can be summarised as 
follows:  

• currently around 7million users per annum potentially doubling on completion of the 
development; 

• over 90% of trips are retail based;   

• over 70% of bus station users are satisfied with the bus station; 

 page 61 



• the proposed relocation moves the bus station away from the shopping centre entrances 
and lengthens the journey time for bus passengers using the shopping centre;  

• travel times would be lengthened from the north away from the primary retail focus;  

• and from the south, as there is no direct access from Templehoff Bridge, instead 
pedestrians would have to follow extended pedestrian routes north;  

• users of the bus station currently consider the bus station to be a safe environment due to 
its location at the shopping centre entrance, its proposed location next to the A406 raises 
surveillance and security concerns which are not currently evident;  

• bus station users are more exposed to noise and air pollution close to the A406 North 
Circular Road resulting in a poor environment within the bus station;  

• insufficient buffering is evident between the bus station and the North Circular Road.  

• increased bus journey times because of the revised road layout; 

• no clear proposals on how bus priority will be guaranteed, Prince Charles Drive must be 
made car free; bus priority must be provided on the two roundabouts to the east and west 
of the bus station;   

• Insufficient information on the nature of frontages on the proposed high street, core town 
centre uses must be located adjacent to the bus station; 

• pedestrian and cycle desire lines not fully established or protected;  

• increased bus operating costs.  

71. Given the significance of the bus station in the context of a successful development, a 
level of detail well beyond what has been provided by the applicant is needed before TfL can 
properly consider these proposals. The location and function of the bus station relocation must 
be considered more carefully in the context of the wider public transport offer, having regard to 
mode split forecasts in the TA and targets in the FTP. The urban design and masterplan process 
should give more consideration to the role of the bus station and the importance of bus 
passengers to the retail and town centre. Satisfactory resolution of these matters is required to 
ensure that the development proposal accords with Policy 3C.4 Land for transport and 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Land for Transport Functions.     

Coaches 

72. Consideration needs to be given to a private hire/charter coach pick up/set down facility 
for the enlarged shopping centre and a parking facility within one of the car parks or in another 
practical location, not in the bus station as it will impact upon bus operations. There should be 
an improvement to the scheduled coach stop environment on the A41/A406 slip roads for both 
stops and improved footway access from the site. There should also be consideration of means 
of improving speed and reliability of access from the A41 to M1 for coaches. There are concerns 
about moving stop 15745 due to demands for space with new larger coaches in use, for example 
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Green Line now have 14.4 metre coaches in operation. Further coach provision should be 
considered as part of future reserved matters applications for retail, hotel and leisure uses.  

Taxis 

73. The planning application does not give specific details of taxi provision. A taxi rank needs 
to be positioned in a convenient location adjacent to the main retail entrance of the shopping 
centre in a visible and accessible position, which includes nearside-loading. Capacity is also a key 
consideration as currently about 10 taxis can be accommodated. The future rank does not need 
to be of continuous length but could be separated by a feeder rank as long as capacity replicates 
the current facility. In addition, TfL will need to consider and approve taxi facilities at the new 
Cricklewood Station transport interchange and at Brent Cross Underground Station as part of 
future detailed planning applications, for which the developer will need to submit and agree 
design with TfL and Barnet Council. 

Rail 

74. The planning application includes a new railway station on the Midland Mainline, the 
principle of which is supported by TfL. The new station must be delivered in order for the 
application to conform with London Plan Policy 5B.2.para 5.42, as without a new railway the 
station the development cannot be supported by TfL. The railway station will bring additional 
employment to the area and will help support the proposed town centre uses, without the 
railway station this site cannot be considered to be a functional town centre. From a transport 
perspective the highway network will fail and the mode shift targets will not be achieved. The 
applicant has agreed to limit the build and occupation of 400,000 sq m of B1 employment space 
until such time as the station is completed and fully operational by use of a Grampian condition.  

75. In addition the applicant has a conditional contract with the land owner Network Rail to 
construct and complete the railway station should outline planning permission be granted. The 
developer has not committed to the sequencing of the railway station which is the most 
fundamental transport aspect of the proposal. TfL sees the delivery and control mechanisms for 
the timing and implementation of the railway station, including, the number of services and 
capacity of services passing through the station as absolutely critical.  

76. TfL must be satisfied that the transport assessment provides sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the highway and public transport networks can cope until such time as the 
station opens. Where appropriate TfL will request that planning obligations and conditions are 
used to control the level of development based on transport capacity and performance, and may 
request that the station be delivered earlier to ensure mode split targets are met. For example, 
by limiting the quantum of other land uses coming forward, or by committing the applicant to 
make contributions towards other public transport improvements should the railway station not 
open in accordance with the Indicative Construction Programme (ICP).  

77. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policies 3C.1 Integrating transport and development, 
3C.2 Matching development to transport capacity,3C.4 Land for transport,3C.8 Improving 
strategic rail services, 3C.11 Phasing of transport infrastructure provision and 
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improvements,3C.12 New corss-London links within an enhanced London National Rail network 
and 5B.2 Opportunity Areas in North London. 

Rail freight 

78. The applicant has proposed to develop a new waste handling and new rail freight facility. 
TfL requests that the applicant consider linking operation of the rail freight facility to 
development quantum in order to ensure use of the rail freight facility for construction 
consolidation during the construction of Phase 1 (PDP) and subsequent phases thereafter, in 
particular for transportation of aggregates during construction. TfL has discussed the potential 
with relevant bodies and considers that this Opportunity Area represents one of the few sites in 
London where rail facilities close to the railway tracks can be utilised so as to minimise the 
highway impacts of car based freight and servicing.  

79.  TfL will use planning conditions and obligations to ensure implement these requirements. 
TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be considered 
to comply with London Plan Policy 3C.25 Freight strategy and Policy 3C.26 Strategic Rail Freight 
Interchanges. Because there are existing facilities on site Policy 3C.4 Land for transport, and 
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Land for Transport Functions (March 2007) are also 
relevant.  

London Underground  

80. The TA demonstrates that the relevant sections of the Underground network can operate 
satisfactorily at the end state 2026. The land use assumptions in the London Plan are supported 
by the programmed signalling upgrade works which will provide additional capacity from 
2011/2012. The key risk to TfL is if the development timescale slips or if the new Thameslink 
Cricklewood Station is not built, as there may be a much higher demand on the Underground 
than is currently forecast in the TA. Patronage on the Underground will also depend upon the 
quality of pedestrian and bus routes to and from the development. The applicant has not 
demonstrated whether the contra-peak flows in the Northern Line are justified under different 
development scenarios. This will need to be reviewed through future transport assessments.  

81. London Underground concerns are summarised below: 

• need to secure step free access at Brent Cross station and forecourt improvements; 

• high quality pedestrian and cycle links to be provided from the site to the London 
Underground station; 

• need for improved bus interchange at Brent Cross; 

• need for improved cycle parking at Brent Cross and Hendon; 

• further assessment of crowding effect of development on the Northern line as services 
approach central London; 

• need to clarify net increase in LUL trips and impact on existing LUL stations, including 
element such as gateline, staircases, ticket halls etc;  
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• need to identify the impact of the additional traffic and any mitigation measures. 

82. LU will require the developer to pay the full cost of making Brent Cross station fully 
accessible, in accordance with full DDA requirements, including full lift access to both platforms. 
Also clarification is required on the rationale for the proposed trigger for the point at when these 
works will take place requires further understanding. These improvements will need to be 
undertaken in advance of any development taking place and secured through planning 
obligation. The specification supplied to TfL by the applicant for undertaking this work are not 
based on a realistic understanding of the cost of providing step free elsewhere on the London 
Underground network.  

83. The link between the underground station and the rest of the development is very poor 
and must be improved ahead of development taking place. In addition TfL requires the 
pedestrian bridge over the A41 brought forward within the development programme. 

84. Other proposals to improve, redevelop the station interchange will need to be discussed in 
detail with LU before a decision is reached on their acceptability as this land is in London 
Underground ownership. 

Walking  

85. On completion of the development it is anticipated that the environment for walking will 
be improved from its existing poor condition. New and improved pedestrian bridges will be 
provided across the A41 and A406 and new desire lines created between the core functions of 
the development, including the route from Brent Cross Shopping Centre to Brent Cross 
Underground station. TfL supports these proposals as long as they are provided early in the 
delivery programme. TfL sees a considerable risk in piecemeal pedestrian improvements because 
there is no committed sequencing beyond Phase 1 (PDP).  

86. Instead the applicant has relied upon the completed development without giving clear 
details of how and when these improvements will be provided. TfL accepts that much of the 
detail can be agreed through reserved matters applications but is disappointed that the 
applicant is yet to undertake a thorough pedestrian modelling exercise. Full pedestrian 
PEDROUTE modelling will need to be undertaken at the 4 key interchanges: Brent Cross Bus 
Station; Brent Cross Underground Station; existing Cricklewood Railway station; and the new 
Cricklewood Station, prior to detailed design being agreed.  

87. A PERS analysis of the surrounding pedestrian network is also required beyond the 
immediate site boundary. The TA currently describes conditions internal of the site but does not 
assess or commit to wider improvements which link the development to the wider community 
and to existing networks, for example the London Ring or Strategic Walk Network.  

88. TfL will require the applicant through planning conditions and Construction Management 
Plans (CMP) to guarantee and maintain safe and efficient pedestrian access during construction. 

89. TfL still needs to see details of the walking schemes (pavement widths, gradients etc) and 
quality, detailed maps which should identify where people will be travelling to and from, to 
justify the selected walking routes and improvements. TfL is still awaiting a response from the 
applicant on the detail of the Strategic Walk Network (SWN), which passes through the area, 
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ultimately as a leisure route, but which should be used as another route for pedestrians 
accessing the site. TfL expects the applicant to contribute towards improvements to the SWN. 

90. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policy 3C.21 Improving conditions for walking.  

Cycling 

91. The Mayor and TfL view promotion of cycling as one of the most critical mode shift 
objectives in changing travel behaviour. This development represents an excellent opportunity 
to provide an efficient way of travelling in North London. As with walking the applicant has 
committed to providing new bridges and roads which are supported by TfL as long as they 
provide for safe and unrestricted cycling penetration. The approach which does not commit to 
necessary works or improvements particularly at junctions.   

92. The proposals seek to provide cycle lanes throughout the internal network of the site 
without providing sufficient detail or reference to TfL recognised standards and guidelines. The 
proposals fail to demonstrate fully a commitment to linking cycle routes up to the wider network 
in a comprehensive manner.  

93. Further detailed design will also need to be agreed with TfL in order to give priority to 
cyclists. Of particular concern to TfL is how cycling will be designed into the M1/A406/A5 
strategic junctions, and into the local southern gateway junctions. TfL requires commitment 
from the applicant to improve links to Cricklewood, Colindale, West Hendon and Hendon 
Central.  

94. TfL has requested that a cycle hire scheme be provided, managed and funded by the 
applicant. Further detail of the club will need to be agreed with TfL and Barnet Council. This 
facility could play a key role in managing cycle parking and cycle use across the site by reference 
to the Mayors strategic cycle hire proposals and safeguarding for parking and facilities. 

95. The applicant will need to exceed the end state 2026 mode shift targets for cycling of 2% 
applied in the FTP which is not considered sufficiently aspirational for a town centre location 
compared to those set for bus and rail.  

96. TfL will require the applicant through planning conditions and Construction Management 
Plans (CMP) to guarantee and maintain safe and efficient pedestrian access during construction. 

97. TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policy 3C.22 Improving conditions for cycling.  

Cycle parking  

98. The applicant has suggested that cycle parking will be consolidated across different uses, 
TfL requests further clarification of how this will be implemented and how it relates to the 
overall numbers proposed. To strengthen the case for cycle use, the applicant must provide cycle 
parking ratios by use in accordance with TfL cycle parking standards as defined in London Plan 
Policy 3C.22 Improving conditions for cycling. The absolute number of spaces and their location 
should be clearly illustrated in a set of drawings and the design and detail will need to be agreed 
in writing with TfL at each reserved matters stage.  TfL will use planning conditions and 
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obligations to ensure that this development meets the current Mayoral objective of enhancing 
cycle use across London having regard to cycle hire schemes. 

Delivery and servicing 

99. The applicant has prepared a draft Framework Servicing and Delivery Strategy (FSDS) to 
accompany the TA. The document is welcomed by TfL and includes a number of measures for 
site specific and land use allocations. TfL will require firm commitments from the applicant to 
undertake further assessment of the strategy as detailed at each stage of the planning process 
by phase and as part of the Reserved Matters applications. .  

100. The key objective will be to ensure that the planning permission places an absolute 
obligation on the applicant to intervene and fund necessary controls to successfully implement 
the strategy. The role of the strategy should not be underestimated in reducing the demands for 
freight traffic and minimising activity during peak periods.  

101. TfL will endeavour to insist upon use of planning conditions and obligations to encourage 
early delivery of some infrastructure provision including rail freight, waste handling, retail 
consolidation centre and in setting up freight operating systems and management practices. 

102.  TfL requires these issues to be satisfactorily addressed before the application can be 
considered to comply with London Plan Policy 3C.25 Freight strategy.  

Summary 

103. The applicant is yet to satisfactorily address a number of concerns about the TA which are 
highlighted in this report which must resolved before the application can be considered to 
comply with the London Plan, Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Regeneration Area 
Development Framework and the Mayor’s emerging transport strategy. These can be 
summarised along with requirements for further work, non-exhaustively as follows 

• further assessment of interim phasing for AM,PM and SAT peak periods by reference to 
network performance and capacity; 

• clarification of mode split forecasts in the TA and agreed mechanism for achieving targets 
in the FTP; 

• more information on how mode split targets will be met progressively; 

• planning controls limiting development based on achievement of mode split targets by 
reference to network performance and capacity; 

• infrastructure delivered at suitably early stages in implementation allowing controls to be 
relaxed on achievement of mode split targets by reference to performance and capacity; 

• triggers rationale and sequencing to be provided in more detail and agreed concurrently 
with mitigation;  

• sign off of strategic junction assessments, including assessment of junction capacity in line 
with development thresholds;  
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• further clarification of trip assignment, mode split, network capacity and performance as 
part of the no railway station and Midland Mainline Bridge sensitivity tests; 

• agreement of the scope of future Reserved Matters planning applications and transport 
assessments; 

• more robust analysis of construction impact during the peak periods and at interim stages;  

• a commitment to provide significant public transport as part of Phase 1 (PDP); 

• substantial reduction in the number of proposed car parking numbers, including a 0.5 
spaces per unit site wide residential car parking ratio; capping of retail car parking to 
current levels; reduced parking ratios or capping of parking for office and other uses 
across the site;  

• further clarification of car parking restraint measures;  

• a revised strategy for delivering a new bus station, including response to each of the issues 
raised in the report; 

• further assessment of bus journey times to ensure that they will be improved as the 
development proceeds; 

• study assessing the potential for additional bus priority measures external and internal of 
the site, including a schedule of potential schemes;  

• withdrawal of the proposed RTS in favour of an enhanced bus network; 

• agreement on total bus subsidy and mechanism for payment;  

• removal of proposed Rapid transit System and replacement with enhanced bus nework; 

• PEDROUTE and PERS  pedestrian modelling at the key interchanges, external of the site 
boundary and between transport nodes, strategic walk network, including contributions 
towards improvements; 

• agreed cycling strategy for the key routes and interchanges, including priority for cyclists 
at the southern junctions, linkages into strategic cycle network, and to West Hendon, 
Hendon Central and Colindale, and across the M1/A406 junction; 

• mechanism for linking site wide travel plans into achieving the Framework Travel Plan 
(FTP) objectives and targets and a clear commitment to desired outcomes; 

• further details pursuant to buses, bus station, Brent Cross Underground Station, 
Cricklewood Station, the new railway station; walking and cycling routes; 

• terms of reference for the TAG and Transport Fund to be agreed with TfL and Barnet 
Council .  

• heads of terms for the s106 to be agreed with TfL and Barnet Council.  
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104. Given the scale of the development, amount of contribution required for transport and 
uncertainties surrounding the sequencing of development, Mayoral approval must be predicated 
on TfL being a party to the s106 agreement. This will give TfL greater comfort that the 
development can be managed and controlled post permission. TfL and Barnet council as 
highway authority and custodians of the public transport networks are responsible for making 
decisions on their operation and management.  

105. TfL continues to support the principle of town centre development at Cricklewood and 
Brent Cross as defined in the London Plan. However, based on the information provided in the 
TA, TfL is unable to make a firm recommendation to the Mayor until the issues set out above are 
satisfactorily addressed.  
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Report on Consultations.  
 
The Council has carried out extensive consultation on the planning application.  This has included sending out consultation letters to 
more than 20,000 local residents and businesses, including the parts of Brent and Camden adjacent to the planning application 
boundary.  In addition, 27 site notices were placed in various locations in and around the application boundary and a notice was placed 
in the local press.  The Council has also consulted the relevant public bodies and interest groups on the application. This process was 
carried out twice (April and November 2008) as the initial planning application submission in March 2008 did not include the Transport 
Assessment, requiring a further consultation period when this was submitted in November 2008. 
 
The Council held two public exhibitions on the proposals at the Hendon Leisure Centre in May and December 2008.  These exhibitions 
were attended by nearly two hundred  residents and business and provided an opportunity to explain the proposals in more detail to 
local people.    
 
In addition, the Council has carried out a third round of consultation (April 2009) following the receipt of additional information in 
response to a request under Regulation 19 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 1999.  The Council notified all the 
statutory and other consultees and placed site and press notices in accordance with the Regulations.  
 
A website (www.brentcrosscricklewood.com) was created by the applicant and was maintained and updated with all the application 
documents.    
 
All the consultation responses have been carefully considered and where appropriate concerns have been addressed either though the 
supply of further information or through the planning conditions and obligations. Summary details of the consultation responses are 
included in this Appendix.     
 
The number of responses from residents and small business totalled 519 with 511 objections and 8 letters of support. This included a 
total of 303 standard letters (with 13 slight variations) produced by the Campaign for Better Transport.   
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It should be noted that many of the letters received from residents expressed support for the principle of the development but contained 
concern about aspects of the proposal.   
 
A variety of local community groups as well as landowners and businesses also submitted comments and these are considered in the 
attached schedule of objections and comments.  6 letters of support have been received from local organisations (including the 
headteacher of Claremont School) 
Two petitions were received, one of approximately 360 signatures and the other of approximately 800 signatures. 
 
A standard postcard  (approximately 800) was received from customers of Bestway cash and carry warehouse.   
 
Report on Exhibitions 

 
Two public exhibitions were held on 6 and 7 May 2008 and 2 and 3 December 2008.  Both exhibitions were held at the Hendon Leisure 
Centre.   
6 and 7 May - 11.00 am to 8.00 pm 
This exhibition was attended by approximately 70 people.  In addition to explanation of various aspects of the proposal the following 
specific issues were raised: 

 Heights of buildings adjacent to Prayle Grove. 
 Arrangements for Whitefield School 
 Open nature of Clitterhouse Playing Fields should be retained. 
 No tall buildings. 
 Swimming Pool would be welcome. 
 Wind turbines welcome 
 As much open space as possible.  
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2 and 3 December – 2. 00 pm to 8.00 pm 
This exhibition was attended by approximately 95 people.  The following issues were raised: 

 Concerned about proposed waste facility so near to houses. 
 High rise buildings and increased density undesirable. 
 Object to siting of proposed bridge across the Midland Mainline. 
 Insufficient constraints on car access will lead to gridlock. 
 Need to reduce and charge for car parking and provide better public transport. 
 RTS should be permanent. 
 RTS should be rails based so as to use other than fossil fuels, attractive to users, have an exclusive right of way, could be 

extended to Brent and Colindale. 
 Future of Rosa Freedman Centre. 
 Future of Kara Way and open spaces. 
 The A406 after the development will be a traffic light free two or three lane road with slip roads and roundabout junctions with at 

grade light controlled pedestrian crossings. 
 The proposals for pedestrian bridges are terrible and should be replaced by new crossings. 
 Development has not met current sustainable transport guidance. 
 Ignores Intergovernmental Conference on Climate Change and the Stern Report and the Independent Committee on Climate 

Change. 
 Is the figure of 29,100 extra vehicle journeys every week day plus delivery and dust cart journeys that is contained in the 

Development Framework still up to date?  
 
All these issues are discussed either in the main body of the committee report or in the attached Schedule of Consultation Reponses contained 
in the Appendix 4 where key themes from the consultation responses are discussed.   
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Consultee Contact details 
Response(s) – Transport responses are also detailed in 

the Transport Section below Response 
Toys R Us - 
OBJECT 

Agent: CMS Cameron 
McKenna, Mitre 
House, 160 Aldersgate 
Street, London, EC1A 
4DD 

-  Flagship store which has recently been refurbished. 
-  No mention of role of Toys R Us in the area as a local 
employer and the support given to LBB over the last 20 years. 
-  Unique and prestigious location. 
-  Socio economic impact on the area as a result of the loss of 
jobs. 
 

A further letter was received in May 2009.  This expressed 
concern as to the consideration of alternatives in the ES and 
confirmed that Toy R Us remain interested in considering how 
the existing store could be incorporated into the proposal.  Toys 
R Us maintain their strong objection.  
 

The socio economic impact of the relocation of the store 
and other existing on-site operations has been 
considered in chapter 8 of the Revised Environmental 
Statement (March 2009).  The ES follows standard 
practice in assessing the net impacts of the 
development, including the current baseline position 
relating to employment on site which will be displaced 
by the proposals, and the net employment impacts of 
the proposed floorspace.  
 
The ES identifies that current employment within the 
application site is around 5,400 and that post-
completion of the scheme it will be 30,700.  This is a net 
gain of over 25,000 jobs.  This includes an increase of 
over 4,000 retail jobs so whilst there will be some retail 
jobs that are relocated off-site there will be far more 
new retail jobs created on-site.  
 
Chapter 21 identifies that there will be a net gain in 
employment in each of the intermediate years which are 
assessed. 
 
The applicants recognise that most businesses on site 
will wish to continue trading either on or off site and 
have identified the overall parameters and principles 
behind the relocation of existing businesses, and will be 
required under the proposed planning conditions to 
obtain the LPA’s approval to a detailed business 
relocation strategy setting out the arrangements for 
relocating businesses displaced by the Development 
before the development commences.  Where possible 
existing business will be re-located within the inner and 
wider impact areas and therefore continue to contribute 
to the north London economy. 
The Consideration of Alternatives in the ES is 
considered to be adequate in view of the existing 
London and local planning policy which supports the 
comprehensive redevelopment of the area 
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Holiday Inn - 
OBJECT 

Agent: Rapleys First objection letter received 23rd May:                 
 
-  Although detailed plans are not yet available the parameter 
plans suggest that part of the Holiday Inn site is required for 
the new road layout.  This will prejudice the use of the hotel as 
car parking is critical to the operation of the hotel. 
-  Extended construction programme will disrupt the operations 
of the hotel.   
 
Second objection letter received 24th Dec.  Key issues 
summarised as:                           
 
-  Consider full details of highway network around Holiday Inn 
should be provided to enable impact of the proposals to be 
assessed.  
-  Bridge will extend into the hotel site removing existing sub-
station and potentially resulting in loss of car parking.  This 
encroachment would be prejudicial to the on-going use of the 
site as a hotel.     
 -  Existing Holiday Inn access to be stopped up, but no 
evidence to justify the location and position of the new access. 
Suggestion made to access under the new bridge, but not 
clearly illustrated. 
- In all respects, clarification and further detail of access and 
circulation routes are required.                                                       
- As access being considered at this stage more detail should 
be provided. 
 
 
                           

The planning application is primarily submitted in 
outline, however, full planning permission is sought for 
the strategic access points into the site.  These are 
listed in Section 3 of the Development Specification & 
Framework and relate to access points into the site 
from the strategic highway network.  Outline planning 
permission is sought for all internal routes and access 
points with parameters and principles identified in the 
application, mainly on Parameter Plan 002.  Therefore 
only outline planning permission is sought for routes in 
the vicinity of the Holiday Inn.   In view of the above, the 
level of detail provided within the application is 
sufficient, with further detail to be provided at a 
reserved matter stage.   
 
 Although only outline planning permission is sought for 
internal access and circulation routes, the Development 
Partners have prepared an indicative highway layout 
designed to the appropriate level of detail.  This 
demonstrates that a satisfactory solution can be 
delivered at the location of Templehof Bridge and 
associated roads which would not materially impact on 
the ability of the building to operate as a hotel. (Plan 
No. P/D111870/H/100/1026)  
 
The applicant has demonstrated that an acceptable 
new access point can be created to the west of the 
Holiday Inn, under the new Templehof Bridge, in 
a similar location to the existing access.  In respect of 
car parking the proposals will result in a loss of Holiday 
Inn car parking bays, however, the applicant will work 
with Holiday Inn to minimise any impact, including 
considering providing new car parking spaces in close 
proximity to the Hotel. 
 
It is considered that the Council will be able to control 
these matters appropriately under the conditions 
proposed. 
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Quintain Estates - 
OBJECT 

Agent: SJ Berwin, 10 
Queen Street Place, 
London, EC4R 1BE 

First letter issued 28th May 2008 expressing disappointment 
about the delay of the TA and requesting clarification as to why 
it was appropriate to register the application.   
 
Second letter received 11th June 2008.  Key issues include:       
 
- Lack of a TA, inadequate detail about public transport, lack of 
information about phasing. 
- Failure of retail report to asses need, scale and impact of 
retail proposed.  
- Retail in excess of UDP. 
- Incorrect catchment areas applied. 
- Lack of assessment of impact on Wembley etc.  
- Impact on the absence of the TA on the ES, specifically noise 
and air quality assessments. 
- Alternatives section is too brief and does not consider 
alternative land use options. 
- Over flexible use of parameters to conduct EIA process.            
- Issues related to construction and short term effects.  
 
Further letter issued 12th December 2008.  Key issues include: 
 
-  concerns over the highway modelling assumptions used; 
-  concern as to whether PT offers an attractive alternative to 
the car; 
-  failure to offer significant walking and cycling facilities; 
-  concern about sensitivity testing; 
-  concern about robustness of triggers; 
-  incorrect interpretation of Policy C6 (i.e. 55,000sq.m); 
-  concern over the approach taken to address the needs 
assessment; 
-  failure to undertake a thorough sequential test; 
-  inadequate affordable housing justification; 
-  inadequate renewable energy and sustainability proposals; 
-  inappropriate use of parameters, specifically for assessment 
of tall buildings; 
-  inadequate approach to landscape and visual assessment; 
-  concern about the flexibility over land uses and manner in 
which they have been assessed in the ES and TA; 
 

As stated before Quintain’s objections are primarily 
“commercially driven” as they are key competitors 
based in the Wembley area. 
 
1.  Retail issues – These have been covered in the 
Retail section of the committee report and a separate 
report at the end of this Appendix. It is considered that 
the retail impacts have been adequately assessed and 
that the proposed retail floorspace is in accordance with 
the policy framework. 
2.  Transport issues– These are covered in the 
transport section of this appendix.   
3.  Environmental issues– The officers consider that 
any earlier inadequacies in the ES have been rectified 
through the Regulation 19 request in March 2009 and 
the officers are satisfied that  sufficient environmental 
information on which to determine this application. 
4.  Affordable Housing - The approach to affordable 
housing has been on an open book basis.  Confidential 
financial appraisals have been provided to the Council 
and the GLA and the Valuation Office has scrutinised 
that information before advising on the level of 
affordable  housing required under the permission.  The 
scheme will deliver a range of the total residential 
floorspace as affordable housing across the whole 
development depending on viability.   
Given the long term nature of the development and 
policy aspirations for affordable housing, a review 
mechanism has been proposed and will be secured in 
the S106 agreement that  will test, whether various 
stages of development can support more  affordable 
housing.  This will be based on scheme viability and 
available public funding and will secure the maximum 
reasonable amount of affordable housing.            
5.  Energy/Sustainability - The preferred option of 
creating heat and power for the site via refuse derived 
fuel is fully in accordance with Government objectives.  
The NLWA, due to procurement rules, are unable to 
provide the applicant with commercial certainty that the 
WHF will supply the CHP with RDF at this stage.  
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 Further letter issued 5th January 2009 (enclosing Retail Policy 
and Planning Review dated 8th January 2008 by Martin 
Robeson Planning Practise (MRPP) and report received from 
PBA (on behalf of Quintain) specifically addressing Transport 
issues. 
 
- The highways  implications of the proposal and the unrealistic 
assumptions that have been adopted 
-  Concerns with the modelling approach adopted for the 
application 
-  Concern that the Transport Strategy does not indicate 
suitable alternatives from car travel 
-  Proposals fail to offer significant encouragements for walking 
and cycling 
-  Concerns whether the proposed nature and quantum of the 
development is appropriate for the location (highway 
infrastructure).  
-  Acknowledges TfL concerns regarding the location for the 
new bus station and that TfL are unlikely to support a rapid 
transport system. 
 
Further Letter issued 23rd February 2009. Key Issues include: 
 
In relation to the Highways Agency letter (16th January 2009) 
and the GLA Stage 1 report, Quintain note  that  some of the 
same concerns including traffic generation, phasing and 
triggers, modal shift, affordable housing and 
energy/sustainability have been expressed.  
 
- suggest that the applicants are required to undertake and 

submit a significant amount of further information before the 
application can be considered adequate and that the further 
information is of material importance in understanding the 
development and its impact on the surrounding wider area 
and therefore will need to be consulted upon widely.  

- Concerned that the GLA’s report lacks retail analysis and 
that their response is considered to misunderstand 
completely their own and Barnet’s retail planning policies 
relating to the site.  

- The GLA have failed to adequately assess the application 

However, there are clear policy reasons why it will be 
an option that is seriously considered. The applicants’ 
commitment to this approach is evidenced by their 
acceptance to the completion of various pre-
commencement feasibility reports and delivery 
commitments within the proposed S.106 agreement.  
There are provisions to cover the need to obtain LPA 
approval to a Revised Energy Strategy and alternative 
energy permission to achieve the carbon reduction 
targets, if appropriate in the light of the conclusions of 
the feasibility studies, and to implement any such 
alternative energy solutions under the proposed section 
106 agreement.     
The base option is considered acceptable by both the 
Council and the GLA and the framework of control is 
sufficient to ensure that these commitments are fulfilled 
on an approved basis.   
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against their own policies regarding Brent Cross becoming 
a town centre or against Barnet’s policies for what a town 
centre at Brent Cross should be for overall retail floorspace 
restriction.  

- The proposals fail to satisfy the following-  
 
The UDP only supports additional retail development at Brent 
Cross if it creates a new town centre expanding both north and 
south of the A406. The PDP does not provide the key elements 
required by the adopted Development Framework. 
The applicant misrepresents the first requirement of the Policy 
C6 of the Barnet UDP and that the identified need for additional 
retail development relates to the area generally and is not 
solely a commitment for Brent Cross. Further, the applicant 
only assesses the excess over the 55,000sq.m figure, a 
position which is entirely erroneous. The proposals must be 
accessed as a whole, which is essential for testing scale, 
sequential approach and impact.  
-the first condition to policy c6 sets a limit of 55,000sq.m on the 
scale of additional comparison goods floorspace to be built. 
The scheme breaches this scale condition by proposing over 
30% additional new, comparison goods floorspace than the 
defined stipulated limit.  
 
The applicant’s assessment of need is fundamentally flawed in 
a number of ways:  

- it misrepresents the work of the NWLRS, which found 
an area-wide need; 

- it excludes floorspace within the converted John 
Lewis Store; 

It exaggerates available capacity by offsetting as a loss, lower 
trading intensity floorspace against new, higher trading 
intensity floorspace; 
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Bestway - 
OBJECT 

Agent: DPP, Audrey 
House, 16-20 Ely 
Place, London, EC1N 
6SN 

First letter received 30th May 2008.  Key issues include:  
 
-  Application is incomplete without the TA. 
-  No justification as to why the Bestway site is the most 
appropriate and suitable location for WHF. 
-  Application is not 'comprehensive' as does not include some 
sites included in UDP e.g. Parcelforce, West Hendon. 
-  Allocation of site in UDP and SPG is flawed. 
-  Proposed site for WHF is larger than that included in the 
UDP - so the application is a departure. 
-  No investigation of alternative sites has taken place. 
- Premature to submit application without the location of the 
WHF being agreed with stakeholders. 
-  The site is too small and the traffic and environmental 
implications will be unacceptable.  
- Failure to demonstrate technical justification for the proposed 
facility. 
- Highways and transportation impacts  
 
Second objection letter was issued on the 24th December 
2008.  Key issues include:  
-  query whether on site treatment of waste is supported by 
policy; 
-  confusion in use of terms ‘Waste Handling Facility’ and 
‘Waste Transfer Facility’. 
-  suggestion that underground waste collection facilities not 
identified in the application and not assessed; 
-  inappropriate reliance on the UDP and SPG for the allocation 
of the WHF; 
-  inadequate consideration of alternatives for the WHF in the 
ES; 
-  departure from development plan; 
-  insufficient information to allow TA and ES to assess the 
main impacts of the WHF; 
-  applicants to clarify what is considered sufficient fuel to meet 
the demands of the CHP; 
- clarify hours of operation of the waste handling facility; 
- clarify volumes of commercial and industrial waste anticipated 
at WHF; 
-  absence of assessment of the underground RDF conveyor; 

The Council considered it appropriate to register the 
planning application and commence public consultation 
without the Transport Assessment.  This was in the 
interests of engaging the public and other stakeholders 
in a transparent consultation process in the light of the 
documents as submitted.    A further round of public 
consultation was undertaken after the TA was 
submitted and a further formal consultation process 
occurred following receipt of the responses to the 
Council’s Regulation 19 response.  
The Council has considered the objector’s 
representation on the robustness of the UDP allocation 
of the Bestway site for the purpose of the Waste 
Handling Facility and the various papers that they have 
submitted in that regard.   There are sound reasons 
why the waste handling facility has been designated on 
the western side of the railway and these have been 
discussed with Network Rail who have also confirmed 
that there are benefits of locating the facility to the west 
of the railway rather than the east.  The Council 
considers, having considered Bestway’s 
representations carefully, that the Bestway site is 
identified in both the adopted UDP and the 
Development Framework as the appropriate location for 
a waste handling facility. The site allocation of the WHF 
in the UDP was a response to a recommendation of the 
UDP Inspector.  The site’s allocation was informed by 
work on the emerging Development Framework.  The 
consultation draft of the Development Framework 
issued in early 2004 identified the WHF on a site west 
of the rail corridor, and north of the proposed midland 
mainline bridge.  At the time of the UDP Inquiry, this 
location for the WHF had been through public 
consultation as part of the Development Framework, 
and the Inspector had regard to the Development 
Framework during consideration of the BXC chapter.  
The Inspector concluded that the site should be 
specifically identified on the proposals map. 
 
Even if the application were considered to be 
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- waste site too small; 
-  clarification on level of waste to be handled;   
-  query what power generating technology used at the CHP; 
-  query level of transport movement assumed from the WHF; 
-  clarify level of RDF that can be accepted at the CHP; 
-  absence of pedestrian crossing on A5/Humber Road/WHF 
junction, and does not provide sufficient space for right turning 
vehicles.  Query whether OS or topo survey data used; 
-  suggested error in traffic distribution on A5/Humber Rd; 
-  potential for Humber Read to be used as a rat run for A5 
travellers trying to go west on the A406; 
-  query assumption that 50% of staff from the WHF will travel 
by car 
 
3rd Objection Letter received on 23 April 2009. 

- A5 Humber Road Modelling is not accurate. 
- Discrepancy in floorspace figures for the WHF. 
- Inaccurately Assessed Waste Inputs/Outputs. 
- No certainty as to what is included in application and 

should not be determined until this is clear.  
- Visual Impact from the stack.  
- Development Framework specifies that provision 

should be made for a facility for residents to recycle 
waste. 

- There is no reference to the ENVAC system in the 
application description.  It is referred to in the 
application documents and should be removed unless 
it is a firm commitment.  

- Application is premature to the adoption of the North 
London Waste Plan. 

- Application is unclear on what is sufficient fuel to meet 
the requirements of the CHP plant and how the 
proposed facility can accommodate the demands of 
the CHP.  

- Waste Impacts uncertain 
- Visual Impact of chimney stack.  

 
A further letter was received in May 2009 summarising 
objections from Bestway. 
  

inconsistent with the statutory development plan in this 
particular respect, the Council considers that the 
substantial overall benefits of the comprehensive 
regeneration scheme, and the general compliance of 
the scheme with London Plan and the UDP policy and 
with the Development Framework would indicate that 
planning permission should be granted for the propose 
development.   
 
The site represents the appropriate location for the 
WHF for a number of reasons.  In operational terms, rail 
traffic for the existing facility is currently from/to the 
north of the midland mainline and is focused on the 
slow lines to west of the rail corridor.  Relocating from 
the east to the western side of the rail corridor will 
provide better access to the midland mainline slow 
lines, via Silkstream Junction.  Potential sites to 
relocate the Waste Transfer Station to the west of the 
rail corridor is constrained by the need to accommodate 
the rail freight facility.  Also, in masterplanning terms it 
is preferable to locate this facility away from the heart of 
the town centre.  This information is set out in the 
Planning Statement Addendum (Nov 2008).  
 
 The North London Waste Plan Preferred Options 
Report (Approved by Barnet Council 1st Sep 2009) has 
identified the site at Edgware Rd/Geron Way (Bestway) 
as a potential waste management site (Schedule C). It 
anticipates that all the sites that appear in Schedule C 
of the adopted NLWP are likely to be required. 
Therefore robust site selection and alternative site 
selection processes have been adopted through valid 
and recognised methodology. 
 
This is an outline application and the detail of the 
design and operation of the proposed waste handling 
facility will be subject to a Reserved Matter application 
in due course. This will include the final size of the 
facility.  The parameters and principles were assessed 
in the Environmental Statement and Transport 
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 - Freepost Card returned directly to LBB:100 (approx)  
- Freepost Card returned via Bestway:700 (approx) 
- The Bestway card contains objections to the loss of Bestway 
and the siting of a waste handling facility on the site but also 
objections to other aspects of the proposal.   

Assessment and are included in various sections and in 
Appendix 15 of the Revised Development Specification 
and Framework (March 2009).  In addition the facility 
will be subject to permitting procedures in accordance 
with Pollution Control legislation which is likely to 
involve a further EIA process concentrating on the 
detailed processes and operation of the facility. 
  
The waste stream for the proposed WHF is 
predominantly to be sourced through the NLWA long 
term PFI contract, with a relatively small proportion 
coming directly from the development itself.  In the early 
stages of the scheme, when the demand for RDF from 
the CHP scheme is likely to be smaller, any surplus 
RDF will be exported by rail, with no resulting impact on 
the highway network. 
 
The core hours of operation are likely to be within the 
range of 0700 to 1900 hours on weekdays and between 
0900 and 1300 hours at weekends.  Certain elements 
of the facility are likely to be, or have the potential to be, 
in 24 hour operation. 
 
The assumption of 50% of staff using public transport is 
considered fair and realistic.  Other transport aspects of 
this objection are covered in the transport section of this 
report.  
 
Response to Letter received 23 April 2009. 
Transport elements of this objection are dealt with in the 
transport section of this appendix. 
 
The planning application is submitted primarily in 
outline.  In respect of the Waste Handling Facility, a 
maximum floorspace is allocated (24,700sq.m) and a 
series of parameters and principles have been defined 
as set out in the Parameter Plans, and specifically 
Parameter Plan 018 and accompanying explanatory 
text.  No detailed, scaled plans have been provided for 
the waste facility at this stage.  These will be submitted 
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for approval as part of reserved matter applications.  
The parameters of the waste facility have informed the 
Environmental Statement and Transport Assessment.  
Reserved matter applications will need to demonstrate 
that the impacts of this facility at a detailed design stage 
are no greater than assumed at the outline planning 
stage. 
 
 The waste handling facility will in the first instance seek 
to recycle as much waste collected as possible.  It is the 
residual, non-recyclable material that will be treated to 
create a Refuse Derived Fuel.  These proposals have 
been prepared in close consultation with the LB Barnet 
and GLA.    
 
The planning application has identified the overall 
parameters for the facility in terms of building height, 
floorspace, technology ranges, environmental output, 
transport movements etc.  These parameters have 
been tested in the planning application and establish a 
framework within which the detailed design of the 
facility must comply.  The environmental assessment of 
both the Waste Handling Facility and the Combined 
Heat and Power facility have been based on a realistic 
overall set of parameters and assumptions, derived 
from other similar facilities.  

The assessment is considered robust and sets out the 
‘likely significant effects’ of this aspect of the 
development appropriate to the land use planning stage 
of the consenting procedures for this facility and taking 
account of the fact that there is likely to be a further EIA 
process at a later statutory consent stage .  The 
parameters and principles set out in the RDSF will form 
part of any permission granted. The Revised 
Environmental Statement fulfils the requirements of the 
EIA Regulations as interpreted in the two Rochdale 
judgments and in other relevant cases. If, at the 
detailed design stage, proposals are proposed that fall 
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outside these parameters and principles, they will be 
screened to check whether a further environmental 
assessment, and/or a new Planning Application is 
necessary, at that stage. This exactly accords with the 
legal principles declared by the courts in the Diane 
Barker case, as later set out in consequential 
amendments to the EIA Regulations 
 
The final design and procurement of the facility will be 
subject to NLWA agreement as the relevant statutory 
waste disposal body. It is important to note that the 
NWLA have indicated that in the light of ongoing 
discussions with the Council and the applicants, they 
support these proposals in principle and are willing to 
work with the applicants towards delivery of the facility.   
The parameters used in the assessment of the outline 
planning application and incorporated into the planning 
permission if granted will act as a robust framework to 
guide and govern the detailed design of this facility.  If 
proposals fall outside the scope of these parameters, 
further environmental assessment and/or a new 
planning application may be required. 
 
The maximum height of the CHP stack (140m) is 
identified on Parameter Plan 007.  This height was the 
basis of the landscape and visual impact assessment 
and has been assessed within Chapter 10 of the 
Revised Environmental Statement, as well as in the air 
quality assessments.   
 
The application acknowledges the policy requirement 
for a civic amenity facility but the benefits of the 
proposal are considered to outweigh the need for such 
a facility which could be delivered elsewhere in the 
Borough, if it cannot be accommodated within the 
detailed design of this proposed facility. 
 
The RDSF refers to the vacuum waste collection 
system and there is a requirement for the application to 
produce a VWCS feasibility study before the 
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commencement of the development and if it is found to 
be feasible then there will be a commitment to deliver it 
in accordance with the parameters and principles in the 
application documents. Therefore this was assessed on 
this basis as part of the application.  However, as it is 
not an unconditional commitment, the ES and TA also 
assessed the impact of traditional waste collection.    
 
Although the application is in advance of the emerging 
North London Waste Plan, which has reached the 
preferred options stage,  it is in accordance with local 
and regional planning policy. 
 
The RDSF and the ES recognise that the CHP is likely 
to be delivered in stages to reflect increasing demand 
as the phases of the development are delivered.  The 
overall building will be built in accordance with the 
parameters for that building and the plant and 
equipment within it will be installed in modules at an 
appropriate later stage.  

JLP – Support in 
principle  

Agent: CBRE Support principle of regeneration: 
 
-  concern about validation of application without TA; 
-  lack of detail and inadequacy of information and specific 
proposals relating to the JLP premises. 
-  proposals include the redevelopment and relocation of the 
JLP store.   
-  concern about reduction of car parking relative to retail 
quantum; 
A further letter was received in May 2009 withdrawing JLP 
objection to the proposal. 

The detail contained in the application and the relevant 
assessments as to the new JLP store is considered 
appropriate for the purposes of determining this 
application. 
In respect of car parking, the application responds to 
the UDP and SPG which require a no net increase in 
spaces.  The application includes substantial public 
transport improvements, including a new bus station, 
which provide sustainable alternative modes to travel to 
the private car.  This is addressed in detail in the 
Transport Assessment and the two TA supplemental 
reports.  
 

NLWA – Support 
in principle.  

NLWA, c/o Camden 
Town Hall, Argyle 
Street, London, WC1H 
9NG 

NLWA have an overall position of support for the application 
and are willing to work with the applicants.  NLWA have a 
number of concerns: 
 
- Size of proposed waste handling facility is inadequate.  The 
proposed site is too small the to meet NLWA operational 

There  is now broad agreement between NLWA and the 
applicants subject to the planning conditions as 
proposed in Appendix 1.  The Council is aware of the 
likely need for a CPO and has indicated in the 
Development Framework that it is willing in principle to 
use such powers to deliver the scheme, subject to 
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requirements and to meet the relevant London Plan and other 
policies.  Application is not specific about the site area to be 
allocated for this facility. 
- NLWA would prefer either freehold or 30 year plus lease. 
- Number of detailed concerns about the layout including use of 
rail sidings, access and traffic routes. 
- Disappointed that a bulky household waste facility is not 
included. 
- Existing facility must not be closed until the new facility is 
completed. 
- NLWA not in a position to commit to supplying a developer 
operated energy from waste facility with a minimum amount of 
fuel derived from North London municipal waste.  
 
A further letter was received in May 2009 confirming that 
NLWA had reached broad agreement with the applicants.  

 The applicant has demonstrated to NLWA that the site 
proposed in the planning application is sufficient to 
meet at least one option for replacing the exiting site.   
The applicant has agreed to work with NLWA to 
secure a larger site.  This may require a separate 
planning application. 

 Some of the land required will need to be acquired 
through CPO.  This carries uncertainties and risks that 
the committee should be aware of. 

NLWA request that a planning condition is imposed to ensure 
that the existing Hendon transfer facility is not redeveloped 
until the new facility is completed and brought into use.   

 
 

being satisfied that there is a compelling case in the 
public interest. This will be considered further in the 
light of the determination of this application and other 
relevant considerations at the appropriate time.    
 
The parameters and principles for the delivery of this 
facility as part of the  the PDP are set out in the ICP.  A 
condition is proposed on the planning application to 
require the new waste handling facility to be in 
operation before the existing waste transfer station 
ceases operation.   
 
The North London Waste Plan Preferred Options 
Report (Approved by Barnet Council 1st September 
2009) has identified the site on the Edgware Rd/Geron 
Way (Bestway) as a potential waste management site. 
This has involved a robust site selection and alternative 
site analysis using recognised methodology. 
 
The Council’s commitment to exercise, where 
necessary, CPO powers to ensure the acquisition of an 
appropriate site for implementation of a relocated 
Waste Handling Facility is a firm one supported by the 
development and the applicant’s proposals to release 
the relevant site(s).  

Greenwich Leisure 
Limited (Operators 
of the Hendon 
Leisure Centre) 
 
 

 - Wish to be involved in any detailed design considerations and 
possible relocation of replacement facilities.   
- Wish to be consulted about any proposed co-location with the 
school. 

The operator of the Leisure Centre will be consulted at 
the Reserved Matter application stage.  The 
replacement leisure centre is currently in Phase 2 of the 
development.  The business relocation strategy for the 
development will include this facility.  
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Pharmacy - 
OBJECT 

Cricklewood Lane) 
Agent: ZSA Solicitors 

-  Inconvenience and disturbance of existing small businesses.
-  Has recently refurbished the premises. 
-  Interests of small businesses have not been taken into 
account.      

The regeneration proposals for BXC are a result of 
several years of consultation and policy formulation.  
The scheme will regenerate an underused brownfield 
site, providing improved facilities, public transport and 
jobs to the local community.  
The Applicants have identified the overall parameters 
and principles behind the relocation of existing 
businesses and residents, and have agreed to prepare 
a post permission strategy to identify the procedure in 
detail.    

Accountants  The Vale             
London             NW11  

-  Concerned to understand the impact on The Vale. The traffic model, which officers consider robust, has 
been used to predict the impact of the scheme on the 
transportation networks at the site and in the 
surrounding areas and this is based upon traffic models 
prepared by the authorities for the wider London area. 
The traffic model predicts that by the time the 
development is fully complete (approximately 2026) 
weekday peak hour traffic flows on The Vale will have 
increased but to a lesser extent than they would, had 
the scheme not taken place, although the model does 
indicate there will be a small increase on Saturdays. In 
any event the models predict that The Vale will be 
operating well within its capacity.  
 
The scheme does not make any alterations to the 
junctions of The Vale with A41 or Claremont Road. 
However, the scheme does include a substantial 
package of public transport measures supported by 
measures to restrain car use such as the introduction of 
car parking charges across the site for all uses and 
other measures such as a car club and significantly 
improved facilities for cyclists and pedestrians. The 
overall aim of the transportation strategy is therefore to 
reduce the impact that additional car use may have on 
roads at the site and in the surrounding area.  This will 
be reinforced by the Matrix and Transport Reports 
mechanisms and the Framework Travel Plan. 
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Commercial 
Premise- OBJECT 

Cricklewood Broadway -  Did not know of proposals and has recently refurbished 
premises. 
-  Building will be subject to CPO and will have to make staff 
redundant.  Concern about compensation.  

The applicants have identified the overall parameters 
and principles behind the relocation of existing 
businesses and residents, and have agreed to prepare 
a post permission strategy.  Any compensation will be 
determined through the CPO process. 

Lidl - OBJECT Agent: Savills, 
Lansdowne House, 57 
Berkeley Square, 
London W1J 6ER 

Letter received 13th Oct 2008. Key issues: 
 
-  No tangible link between proposed Rail Freight Interchange 
(RFI) and development scheme 
-  No apparent operator for RFI 
-  Little or no spare rail capacity to service any significant 
increase in demand for freight arising from the development of 
a facility at Cricklewood 
-  Question the suitability of the proposed site for a RFI 
-  Impact on traffic and congestion unclear 
-  No consultation with client prior to submission   
 
FoI letter received 23rd December 2008 seeking information on 
the following: 
 
-  Details of obligations imposed in relation to the proposed RFI 
(Supply relevant paragraphs in TA) 
-  Confirmation on whether an operator for the RFI has been 
identified. 
-  Linkage between RFI and the rest of the proposals. 
-  Details of any studies or report undertaken by the council in 
relation to the need and/ or capacity for the RFI and its impact 
to the road network.   
       
Letter received 5th January 2009. Grounds of objection: 
-  Impact of development on Lidl’s business. 
-  No assessment of need for RFI 
-  No assessment of impact in transport terms 
-  Alternative locations not considered  
-  Loss of Lidl would impact on the local community’s access to 
such goods  
-  Query whether CPO is appropriate for the site 
                                 

BXC site includes substantial under-used rail rail land.  
Strategic Rail Freight Authority and rail freight operators 
have made it clear that any reconfiguration of rail land 
which did not include rail freight facilities would be 
resisted and it would be unlikely that the Office of Rail 
Regulators approval would be granted.   Policy C7 of 
the UDP states that 'an upgrade of the rail freight 
facilities to increase the potential for the distribution of 
goods by rail for use by businesses in North London' 
would be required.  The applicants have complied with 
this policy by allocating an area for a rail freight facility. 
The freight facility at BXC is not intended to represent a 
Strategic Rail Freight Interchange.  It is intended to 
provide a mixed function rail freight facility, representing 
a smaller hub within the M25.   
The absence of a committed operator is not considered 
unusual given the early stage of this development.  This 
is an outline application and the exact type and nature 
of freight facilities to be provided on this site has yet to 
be fully determined and will be subject to discussion 
with the industry post permission.    
Assessment of track capacity for rail freight was 
considered in the TA modelling and it includes rail 
operational modelling  (Section 9.3). 
 
The socio economic impact of the relocation of the store 
and other existing on-site operations has been 
considered in chapter 8 of the Revised Environmental 
Statement (March 2009) and will also be addressed  in 
the business location strategy as appropriate.  The ES 
follows standard practice in assessing the net impacts 
of the development, including the current baseline 
position relating to employment on site which will be 
displaced by the proposals, and the net employment 
impacts of the proposed floorspace.  
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The ES estimates that current employment within the 
application site is around 5,400 and that post-
completion of the scheme it will be 30,700.  This 
suggests a net gain of over 25,000 jobs.  This includes 
an increase of over 4,000 retail jobs and whilst there will 
be some retail jobs that are relocated off-site there will 
be far more new retail jobs created on-site.  
 
Chapter 21 identifies that there will be a net gain in 
employment in each of the intermediate years which are 
assessed. 
 
The applicants recognise that most businesses on site 
will wish to continue trading either on or off site and 
have identified the overall parameters and principles 
behind the relocation of existing businesses, and will be 
required to prepare a business relocation strategy to 
address these issues in detail in accordance with the 
principles set out in the application documents .  Where 
possible existing business will be re-located within the 
inner and wider impact areas and therefore continue to 
contribute to the north London economy 
 
The transport aspects of this objection are considered 
in the transport section of this appendix .     
 

West End Group - 
OBJECT 

 Email response received 30th May 2008. Key Issues: 
 

- Concern that the proposal will affect this business, 
located at Staples Corner. Will not allow an area of 
site to be used as part of the development. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The parameters and principles relating to the relocation 
of existing businessesare contained in the RDSF and 
will be incorporated into the business relocation 
strategy to which must be submitted to the LPA for 
approval before the development commences.  Where 
possible existing business will be re-located within the 
inner and wider impact areas and therefore they will 
continue to contribute to the north London economy 
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Grove-mead 
Health Centre –  

 67 Elliot Road            
London                NW4 

-  Would like more detail about the temporary and permanent 
health facilities. 

The Revised Development & Specification Framework 
confirms that a 300sq.m temporary health centre will be 
provided in the Market Quarter Development Zone as 
part of the PDP.  This will be replaced by the main 
Primary Care Centre when the demand increases for a 
large facility as a result of population growth.  The 
Revised Development & Specification Framework 
confirms that the temporary facility is likely to be used 
for retail purposes once the main facility opens.  

Freight on Rail - 
OBJECT 

Phillippa Edmunds, 
Denise Carlo , 
denise.carlo@btinterne
t.com 

Letter issued 10th September 2008, stating:    
 
- A S106 should govern the design, building and operation of 
the facility together with Grampian conditions. 
- Danger that unless the rail freight facility and the rail 
connected waste transfer station are preserved for those 
exclusive uses, under same lease terms as prior to 
redevelopment, the uses could become unviable. 
- Increased use of rail freight can help reduce carbon dioxide 
emissions. 
- There is no comparable strategic site with the right road and 
rail connections in North London. 
- Rail freight should be used for bringing in construction 
materials and removing construction waste during the 20 year 
construction period.  This should be made a planning condition.
- Rail Freight facility should be moved to the PDP. 
- Facility should be used for rail freight and not road only 
freight. 
- Rail freight facilities should be open access. 
- Rail freight services at Cricklewood have been blighted in 
recent years by the uncertainty as a result of the 
redevelopment plans. 
- ORR stated that a condition of the disposal by Network Rail of 
the existing railway lands is that replacement rail freight 
facilities are built elsewhere in the regeneration area. 
- Application documents conflict about the phasing of the waste 
transfer station. 
- No trigger identified for the rail freight facility 
 
Letter issued 19th January 2009, highlighting the following 
issues: 

The applicant will be required to deliver the rail freight 
facility in accordance with the relevant detailed delivery 
programme under the proposed section 106 agreement, 
subject to commencing phase 4.  There is a proposed 
condition requiring that the Development shall not 
prevent the existing rail freight facility from operating 
unless and until the new facility is completed.  The 
delivery of the A5 junction to the RFF is linked to the 
opening of the facility, through a condition. 
The planning application is submitted primarily in 
outline, but a series of design parameters and principles 
have been established for the Rail Freight Facility, the 
majority of which are contained on Parameter Plan 018 
and Appendix 15 and various other sections of the 
RDSF. 
 
The planning application identifies two separate sites 
for waste handling and rail freight facilities.  In line with 
the UDP and Development Framework, the planning 
application defines the northern site for waste uses and 
the southern site for freight facilities.  Both sites are 
directly connected to the rail corridor.   
The existing Waste Transfer Station is to be re-provided 
within a new facility on the western side of the Midland 
Mainline corridor, thus addressing London Plan and 
Barnet UDP planning policy requirements.  The 
relocation of the facility to the western side of the 
corridor provides better access to the rail freight lines, 
whilst also enabling the land to be used as part of 
creating the emerging town centre.  The existing waste 
transfer station site is the preferred site to be used as a 
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- Proposals re-evaluated in light of new policy context Barnet 
must ensure that rail freight facilities are certain. 
- Support proposal for new freight facility, but disappointed by 
lack of detail and delay in delivery. 
- Application fails to recognise the strategic importance of the 
Cricklewood site in freight terms; 
- Rail freight site considered too small to satisfy operational 
needs; 
- The application does not allow for the potential that the site 
may be used for the handling of aggregates and in doing so 
fails to comply with the UDP; 
- Query whether moving to the west of the MML provides 
improved access to freight lines.  Suggest access to 
Wembley/Willesden area worsened.  More detail needed on 
the length of sidings, connections to rail network and signalling; 
- DPs expected to fund all rail freight improvements; 
- Query how a multi-user logistics centre would work in 
practice.  Suggest there are few companies that would want to 
take containers to Cricklewood, and reload to deliver within the 
M25.  Suggest general purpose rail yard may be more 
appropriate.  Support DPs commissioning of Intermodality  
conduct study into facilities and would like to comment on draft 
report; 
- Concern that HGV access to and from the trunk road network 
is less optimum than from the east side of the MML; 
- In the event that detailed design and a business case reveal 
non-viability of the triangle site, the LPA should withhold 
permission for land south of the pedestrian bridge over the 
MML whilst a replacement site is considered; 
-  New freight facilities should come forward prior to the 
decommissioning of the existing and should form part of the 
PDP; 
- Support rail linked construction consolidation centre and feel 
it unacceptable to grant permission without details being in 
place; 
- If waste uses are removed from the existing site east of the 
MML, the site should be retained for freight purposes; 
 
 

construction consolidation centre during the delivery of 
the scheme, to enable goods to be transferred to and 
from the site by rail (subject to a feasibility study and 
any necessary consents). 
The Environmental Statement has fully considered the 
impact of the rail freight facility on the adjacent 
residential properties, particularly those in the Railway 
Terrace Conservation Area. The ES identifies 
necessary mitigation measures including design 
constraints to the rail freight building and the erection of 
an acoustic screen. 
Letter of 19 January. (additional comments to above) 
The application accords with the development plan 
requirements for the regeneration area as a whole. 
The planning application has effectively sought full 
planning permission for the gateway junctions into the 
site, which includes the A5 junctions into the waste 
handling and rail freight facilities. The Transport 
Assessment has considered in detail the vehicular 
movements associated with both junctions having 
regard to the respective and prospective use of each 
site and, in relation to construction, has adopted a worst 
case approach: ie it has not assumed any construction 
material being moved by rail although the proposed 
conditions and obligations will require reasonable 
endeavours to encourage the movement of construction 
materials and other freight by rail.   
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London Wildlife 
Trust - OBJECT 

Denis Pepper First letter received 3rd June 2008.    
 
- Relying on mitigation is a missed opportunity. 
- Should achieve high densities without high rise buildings. 
- Landscape and natural environment should be considered 
from the wildlife perspective. 
- ES should consider merits of a different scheme. 
 
Second letter received 4th January 2009.  The key issues are 
as follows:   
- Clitterhouse Playing Fields no longer open as separated by 
pitches and paths;  
- Concern that proposals will impact CPF SLINC designation.  
- Open areas and Nature Parks considered too small and 
isolated;  
- Absence of wildlife benefits in River Brent;  
- Desire for natural banks in all parts of River;  
- Increased traffic and congestion and need to reduce Co2 and 
No2 levels;  
- Need for physically separated walking and cycling paths. 
 
Third Letter received 27 April 2009. 

- suggest that conditions are added to confirm the EA' s 
comments. 

- Green space is inadequate for the increased 
population.  

- Concerned about affects on trees and the planting of 
mature trees. 

Clitterhouse Playing Fields -The proposed development  
will provide significant enhancements to Clitterhouse 
Playing Fields including improved drainage and 
topography of sports pitches, well maintained and lit 
pedestrian routes, improved access points  and park 
facilities including a small café and changing facilities. 
An element of the park to the north will accommodate 
the astro-turf sports pitches relocated from Hendon 
Leisure Centre/Whitefield School.   The grassed sports 
pitches to the south of the park will remain open (i.e. 
un-fenced) and thus the openness of the park will not 
be substantially altered.   The result will be to create a 
more useable, attractive and safe open space.  The 
applicants organised a workshop comprising a variety 
of local interested groups and individuals.  Full details 
are set out in the Statement of Community Involvement 
(BXC19). The nature conservation value of Clitterhouse 
Recreation Ground will be improved as a result of the 
proposals, particularly through the creation of a 
dedicated nature park within the overall area.  
 Lost opportunity to widen the corridor along 
Clitterhouse Stream through Eastern Park –  The 
scheme will create a nature park to the east of 
Clitterhouse Playing Fields which will improve nature 
conservation around the stream. The proposals for a 
2.1ha park in the Eastern Lands (Eastern Park), are 
intended to enhance Clitterhouse Stream, including 
removing existing sections of covered culverts.  
 Nature parks and open spaces are considered too 
small and fragmented - the open space proposals  are 
considered to respect the London Plan open space 
hierarchy as well as the Barnet UDP and Development 
Framework.  The scheme offers a net increase of  8ha 
of publicly accessible space, which comprises a range 
of spaces.  Together they offer a range of environments 
for active enjoyment, peaceful relaxation, or ecological 
benefit.  Further information  is set out in the Design & 
Access Statement (BXC3).  
- Concern over the lack of wildlife benefit in the River 
Brent and the creation of concrete channels – The River 
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Brent is designated as a Green Corridor in the Barnet 
UDP. It is currently contained in a canalized, 
straightened concrete channel, with no natural or semi-
natural features. The section of the river within the 
application site is therefore considered to be of limited 
ecological value, although the wider river which feeds 
into the Brent Reservoir SSSI is a feature of National 
value. Invertebrate surveys have been undertaken as 
part of the ES and recorded negligible value, although 
the bird species supported is considered to be of more 
importance.  
The proposals for the River Brent corridor will create a 
more natural flow, habitat and bank profile in its western 
section, together with a series of riparian habitats and 
the conditions and planning obligations are proposed to 
secure delivery of  these benefits in accordance with 
the parameters and principles to which the planning 
permission will be tied... The replacement river corridor 
is likely to have a positive impact on nature 
conservation of considerable significance. Indeed the 
restoration has the potential to benefit bird 
conservation.  This, combined with a dedicated Nature 
Park within the river, creates the potential for a high 
quality ecological environment.     
The River Brent is currently prone to flooding, to the 
extent that it impedes vehicular movement on the A406.  
The proposals for the river therefore not only provide an 
enhanced ecological environment but also minimize the 
impacts of flooding.  This requires the capacity of the 
channel to be enhanced which can only be achieved 
through creating a channelized section, although this 
will be supported by riparian landscaping.  Creating a 
small channelized section through the heart of town 
centre north will enable employees and visitors to enjoy 
the new environment, whilst also facilitating the creation 
of a naturalized section of the river to the west of the 
site.  
Planning conditions (as recommended by the 
Environment Agency) are proposed to safeguard 
against any contamination of the Welsh Harp and 
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requiring details of any landscaping to be submitted 
prior to the commencement of development. 
- Carbon reduction targets – Proposed planning 
conditions require the design of the development so as 
to reduce CO2 by 44% and 20% below Building 
Regulations Part L (2006) for all residential and 
commercial buildings respectively.  This will be 
achieved in a variety of ways including the new CHP 
fuelled by refuse derived pellets created from non-
renewable waste at the adjacent Waste Handling 
Facility (subject to feasibility).  The proposals provide a 
substantial investment in public transport including a 
new railway station, new bus station, provision for 
improvements at BX LUL and Cricklewood Stations, as 
well as a network of pedestrian and cycle routes.  
These facilities, combined with limited car parking 
provision, will encourage people to use alternative 
modes of transport.     
Footpaths and cycle paths should be physically 
separated – The planning application is submitted 
primarily in outline, and thus the location and design of 
internal roads, routes and paths will be determined at a 
reserved matter stage.  However, a series of principles 
have been established which include the integration of 
cycle routes with roads and pedestrian paths, as set out 
in the Design Guidelines. 
 
Conditions are proposed to confirm the EA 
requirements and to protect existing trees as well as to 
ensure appropriate new planting. 
 
 

Cricklewood 
Millennium Green 
Trust - Object  

 Letter received 28th May, stating: 
 

- Cannot accept a reduction in size of the Millennium 
Green and surprised that this has been done without 
consultation. 
- Proposals do not reflect recent positive changes in 
use and management of the site.   

 

The applicant amended the planning application to 
retain the Millennium Green to a comparable size.  A 
further letter was received from CMGT in June 2009 
confirming that all their concerns had been met and that 
they no longer objected to the planning application.    
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Campaign for 
Better Transport 
(London Group) - 
OBJECT  

 -Letter received 8th May 2008.  Propose a new light rail system 
eventually joining Brent Cross, Colindale, Mill Hill East, Park 
Royal, Wembley and West Hampstead.  
 
Further letter issued 6th Jan, key issues include: 
 
-Oppose the planning application mainly due to inadequate 
transport provision and instead suggest light rail solution; 
- Query the Council’s competitive tendering process, and 
suggest that if the application is approved it may result in a 
breach of a recent European Court of Justice ruling; 
- consider the LPA incorrectly advertised the application as 
‘outline’, should be mix of ‘outline and full’; 
- criticise the LPA for holding the consultation period over the 
Christmas period; 
- incomplete application should not have been registered in 
March; 
- criticise LPA’s lack of control of an online version of the 
application; 
- query why the TA submitted on the 15th Sept was not 
released to public until Nov; 
- LBBs poor response to FoI request damaged their ability to 
comment on the application; 
- full permission should be sought for all transport matters; 
- request the application be called in; 
- query need and expense of a new rail station and criticise 
increase in road traffic; 
- Application is inappropriate as it ignores the climate change 
agenda. 
- Transport Assessment does not offer sustainable solutions. 
- Proposed new road junctions will lead to congestion 
elsewhere. 
- BX status as a regional shopping centre has not been 
reflected in consultation.   
- LPA failed to pursue options for the Dudding Hill freight line; 
- costs at existing Cricklewood station are abortive as it will be 
closed once the new station opens; 
- RTS likely to be a only going to be a short lived bus service 
and therefore a waste of money, would prefer enhancement to 
existing services; 

Details of the Council's consultation process are given 
in the body of the report. The principle guiding the 
Council's process has been to put as many documents 
in the public domain as possible and to give the 
maximum amount of time for public comment.  There is 
a vast amount of information available in respect of this 
application and it is inevitable that this has caused 
difficulties for some individuals and local groups.  All 
comments received via email or the post have been 
considered. 
 
All appropriate procedures have been followed in 
respect of the registration and processing of this 
application.  All application documents have been 
available to the public for periods exceeding the 
minimum statutory requirements. 
Tendering procedures and response to FOI requests 
are not relevant to the consideration of this application.  
The retail impact of the proposals have been 
considered fully and it is not considered that the 
proposal will result in significant adverse impacts for 
surrounding town centres. This issue is addressed fully 
elsewhere in this report. 
 
A full response to the objection from the Campaign for 
Better Transport is included in the transport section of 
this appendix. 
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- Campaign for Better Transport proposals for a light rail 
alternative need to be considered in detail as would represent 
better value for money;  
- Transport proposals in the application will lead to an 
unacceptable increase in traffic and air pollution. 
- - More detail on air quality as a result of transport movements 
of the scheme is required; 
- suggest there is no need to demolish the existing Templehof 
Bridge as this could provide a route for the light rail proposal; 
- AIP suggests that there is a separate AIP for bridge 
demolition, but this is not included in the submission; 
- Plans to improve A41/A406 junction prevent ability to provide 
light rail line in this location; 
- Query design quality of A5/MML bridge; 
- do not support pedestrian and cycle bridges as crossings 
should be at surface level; 
- oppose road widening at stop lines 
-A5 Edgware Rd flyover should be made more pedestrian 
friendly at surface level; 
- object to demolition of the art deco building at the 
A5/Cricklewood Lane as it would only benefit  traffic ; 
- case for the new MML station is not sufficiently well made, 
several light rail stations would be better; 
- congestion on MML may lead to closure of Cricklewood 
station; 
- Campaign for Better Transport report correspondence 
between development partners and Network Rail in respect of 
Cricklewood Station and suggest that the case for the new 
station as well as the retention of the existing station is not 
convincing.  They suggest money would be better spent on a 
light rail system to serve a wider area of Barnet;   
- location and size of bus station should be re-opened and the 
location of bus stops made as attractive as possible; 
- concern about use of freight lines and impact on light rail 
proposals; 
- clarification needed over road and rail movements to the 
WHF; 
- fully segregate light rail routes seem feasible, have no formal 
views on shared surfaces but point out that these can be over 
concern to the visually impaired and that cycle routes on 
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shared services can be problematic. . 
 
Further letter received 5th February 2009, requesting clarity on 
a number of questions and issues outlined below: 
 
- Question about the closing date for consultation responses 
and the proposed committee date. 
-Concern that the ‘public consultation analysis’ ignores public 
responses made by email to the BXC developers.  Require 
confirmation that responses to the BXC email would be given 
the same consideration as responses received by mail; 
- Application should have been posted in local newspapers in 
the Borough of Brent;  
-Council should refer to the estimated 29,000 extra vehicles as 
stated in the Development Framework.; 
-Concern that the outline application is not correctly classified 
as a number of elements seek full planning approval. 
-Concern that the application does not include sufficient 
reference to other committed developments and the resulting 
traffic; 
-Does the LPA consider the absence of an ‘Agreement in 
Principle’ for the demolition of Templehof Avenue bridge to be 
material deficiency? 
-Request the reason for moving the waste depot to the west of 
the Midland Main Line. Suggests that the proposal for the new 
waste facility to be on the western side of the MML does no 
stand up to scrutiny as there are proposals to upgrade the 
routes to the landfill sites and this will remove the need to 
move the waste facility to the west of the railway iine; 
-The Council should report the comments of the UDP inspector 
on re-establishing a passenger service through Gladstone 
Park, Brent. 
- The Council should reject most of the proposed high-level 
metal walkways in the plan, crossings should be at ground 
level. 
- concern about air quality at the new bus station. 
 
Further response received 6th February 2009 
- ask why developers have chosen to locate the waste facility 
to the west of the MML when rail routes to landfill are to be 
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changed to make this move unnecessary.  
Also asks why Cricklewood Station cannot have an extension 
for 12 car trains as Network Rail has previously planned. 
Further letter received on 14 April 2009 
Objects to the selling off of railway land to the east of the 
railway for commercial purposed when it may restrict the 
ability to extend platforms at Cricklewood. 
Moving the waste facility to the west side of the railway lines is 
unnecessary and will prevent the land being used for a light 
railway. 
Further letter received on 16 April 2009  
Comments that Network Rail's report to the ORR is biased as 
it is based on commercial considerations. 
Further letter received on 23 April 2009 
Objects to the application as there will be disbenefits to Brent 
and Barnet motorists and bus users.  These include loss of 
bus lanes and the ability to drive at grade or access the A406 
from the south A5.    

  
This objection is supported by 242 letters submitted in the form 
of a standard letter of objection. (This standard letter has 12 
slight variations). 

Brent Liberal 
Democrat Group 
OBJECT 

Cllr Paul Lorber 
Cllr Daniel Brown 
Brent Town Hall 
Forty Lane 
Wembley 
HA9 9HD 
 
Cllr Anthony Dunn 

Letter received 5th January 2009. Key Issues: 
Concern regarding the Waste Transfer Facility and the 
subsequent traffic flows. Envisage this will have an impact on 
Brent residents, particularly increased pressure on the 
Edgware Road.   
 
 
Letter received 23 April 2009. 
Submitted on behalf of Cllr Graugerg, King and Abrahams from 
Camden and Cllr Jackson from Brent. 
Lack of an environmental and traffic audit of the proposed 
waste facility. 
Scheme is car based and will lead to gridlock. 
Proposals may lead to closure of Cricklewood Station. 
Northern line is already overcrowded. 
Opposition to another mega shopping centre and the threat to 
smaller centres.  

See the transport section of this appendix..  
 
The regeneration of the Brent Cross Cricklewood area 
including a new town centre and relocation of the Waste 
Handling Facility has been in the planning with full 
public knowledge for over 5 years and established in 
statutory development plans. 
 
For concerns about the Waste Handling Facility see 
section 9.5.14 of the committee report, response to  
Bestway above and the transport section of the report.  
The proposals are based on changes to mode shift from 
the private car through a combination of restraint on car 
parking and public transport provision.  
The retail aspects of the development are considered in 
the retail section of the report and no significant impacts 
are anticipated for surrounding town centres.   
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UK Waste 
Incineration 
Network - 
OBJECT 

Agent: Alan Watson, 
Public Interest 
Consultants, Oakleigh, 
Wernffrwd, Gower, 
Swansea, SA4 3TY, 
Wales 

Email issued 4th August 2008: 
 
- Do not consider that it can be lawful to determine the 
waste/incineration part of the application just in outline 
- Request further comments on that part of application 

This objection appears to be based on a 
misunderstanding of the processes insofar as it refers 
to ‘incineration’, which is not permitted under the 
proposed planning permission.  The environmental 
assessment of both the Waste Handling Facility and the 
Combined Heat and Power facility have both been 
based on a realistic overall set of parameters and 
assumptions, derived from other similar facilities. The 
assessment is considered to be both adequate for the 
land use stage of the consenting process and robust 
and sets out the ‘likely significant effects’ of this and 
other components of the development bearing in mind 
that there is likely to be a further EIA in relation to the 
separate statutory consenting procedures relating to the 
detailed processes and operation of the facility.  The 
parameters and assumptions set out in the RDSF will 
form part of any permission granted, if at the detailed 
design stage, proposals are brought forward that fall 
outside these parameters, the proposals will need to be 
screened to check whether a further environmental 
assessment, or even a new Planning Application is 
necessary in accordance with the EIA Regulations and 
relevant case law.   

Various MPs 
And London 
Assembly 
Members  
OBJECT  

Sarah Teather MP, 
1 High Road, 
Willesden Green, 
London NW10 2TE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sarah Teather – Letter issued 23rd December 2008 including 
petition. Key issues: 
 
- Object to the Waste Transfer Facility with access points on 
the Edgware Road, particularly with the increase of traffic as a 
result of the facility and suggests that the facility will in time be 
handling all of North London Waste. Suggests that there is 
ample room to locate the facility on the site adjacent to the 
existing one.  
- Concerned with timing of consultation and wishes to have 
further time for residents to understand the impact of the 
development.  
- Concerned about congestion along the A5 and that the new 
gyratory at the M1 will result in ‘rat running through local roads. 
- Concerned that the application has had no regard for Brent 
residents crossing the A5 and the movement of waste will be 
primarily based in Brent. Also suggests that there is no 

The regeneration of the Brent Cross Cricklewood area 
has been planned for over five years and established in 
statutory development plans. The relocation of the 
waste handling facility was identified in 2004 at a UDP 
public enquiry and substantially adopted unchallenged 
in May 2006. The Local Brent MP’s late objection is 
therefore surprising when there was full opportunity to 
raise ‘in principle’ concerns. 
This is largely an outline application with the 
parameters and principles of the development 
submitted for approval.  Individual buildings will be 
subject to reserved matter applications to deal with the 
exact sizes, locations and facilities to be approved at a 
later date.  The approximate location of the WHF was 
established in the Development Framework and the 
UDP, some 5 years ago at the public enquiry where the 
public had the opportunity to make their 
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pedestrian linkage for Brent residents to access new facilities 
developed within the scheme.  
- Concern that the gantry crane will result in considerable 
noise.  
- Concern that the Brent Cross Thameslink will result in the 
closure of Cricklewood Station and encourages the inclusion of 
a light railway.  
- Seeks reassurance that the development does not include an 
incinerator.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

representations.   
Traffic movements and their mitigation are considered 
in the Transport Assessment and in the transport 
section of the main report, and the A5 Corridor Study 
will comprehensively review traffic management and 
pedestrian crossings along the A5, and undertake 
detailed design of the proposed mitigation measures. 
Two periods of consultation were carried out with letters 
delivered to more than 20,000 household (including 
addresses in Brent)  site and press notices .  One 
period of consultation from 9 April 2008 - 30 May 2008 
when the initial document were received and the 
second from 17 November 2008 - 5 January 2009 when 
the TA and revisions to other documents were received.  
Two public exhibitions were held on 6 and 7 May 2008 
and 2 and 3 December 2008.  In addition, a third period 
of consultation was carried out in respect of information 
received in response to a Regulation 19 request from 2 
April - 23 April 2009.  This amount of consultation is in 
excess of the statutory requirements and is considered 
reasonable and adequate. 
The application contains no proposals to close 
Cricklewood Station and proposes works to the 
forecourt in Phase 1, which would form a new 
interchange for the RTS and step free access 
improvements in Phase 2. 
The Light Rail scheme is commented on in the 
Transport Section below, under the Campaign for Better 
Transport. 
The thermal processes proposed for the CHP plant 
include gasification/pyrolysis but mass burn incineration 
is not permitted by virtue of the proposed conditions.  
This aspect of the application will be controlled by the 
proposed conditions which tie the permission to the 
parameters and principles on which the EIA Process 
was based and which will also require the other detailed 
statutory consents and permits (as referred to above) to 
be in place before this part of the development is 
commenced. 
The S106 agreement and mitigation measures will 



 30

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dawn Butler MP, 
Labour MP for Brent 
South  
Navin Shah AM 
London Assembly 
Labour Group, 
City Hall, 
The Queens Walk, 
London SE1 2AA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Navin Shah and Dawn Butler – letter issued 1st January 2009. 
Key issues: 
 
- Lack of public consultation with residents west of the site.  
- Lack of information issued to Brent residents as to the likely 
detrimental impact of the Waste Handling Facility. Concerned 
that the type of facility is unknown and as a result its 
environmental and traffic impact on eastern Brent is not fully 
known.  
- Concerned with the late submission of the TA, Suggests that 
the development should aim to produce no increase in traffic.  
- Suggests that more traffic than accounted for will pass 
through the site.  
- The development pays poor attention to sustainable 
transport. Highways design creates poor environment for 
walkers and cyclists. 
- Provides no new public transport links and does nothing to 
facilitate the use of the  Northern line and Thameslink stations.  
- The existing transport infrastructure provides arterial links but 
does not  improve orbital public transport in outer North 
London.  
- The effect that the development will have on Brent and 
Harrow’s town centres and public services, or how the growth 
of office space will benefit the local area.  
- Concerned that Brent’s schools will suffer as a consequence 
of the increased population.  
- Lack of information as to what measures will be undertakend 
through the S106 and how Barnet plans to mitigate against 
impact on the economic vitality of Brent.  
 
 
 
 

address impacts on Brent residential streets where 
practical and reasonable. 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Dawn Butler MP and Navin Shah  AM -  
For consultation issues see above.  Surprisingly despite 
very wide and regular consultation the politician in Brent 
raises objections regarding Brent resident’s 
consultation. Several thousand addresses to the west of 
the A5 in Brent received consultation letters on two 
occasions. 
For issues in relation to WHF see above. 
Transport issues are dealt with in the transport section 
but it should be noted that a substantial package of 
public transport improvements are proposed which 
together with restraint on car parking will bring about 
modal shift to more sustainable forms of transport.  
The impact on surrounding town centres is considered 
in the Retail Report and is not found to be significant. 
The job opportunities to be created in the area will be 
available to residents of Brent and Harrow as well.  
 
The section 106 Heads of Terms are contained in 
Appendix 5 to this report along with the proposed 
planning conditions.  They are considered to provide a 
reasonable and robust framework of control for the 
regulation and delivery of this development.  
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Andrew Dismore, MP,  
Hendon 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Councillor Brian 
Coleman, Assembly 
Member for Barnet and 
Camden 

Letter Received 14 April 2009  
Concerned about the inadequate provision of affordable 
housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Letter received 14 April 2009. 
Objects to the application on the grounds of density, design, 
height, transport and parking provision, retail impact and the 
principle of a new town centre for Barnet.   

The amount of affordable housing in the scheme has 
been subject to an independent viability assessment  
commissioned by the GLA and carried out by the 
Valuation Office.  The amount of affordable housing will 
be also subject to a review mechanism to make sure 
that the maximum amount of affordable housing that is 
financially viable is provided at each phase of the 
development in accordance with planning policy. A 
target of 2250 Units of affordable housing is 
incorporated in the scheme with up to 50% in individual 
phases where viable. 
 
 
 
The proposals will result in an urban form very different 
from surrounding areas of Barnet representative of its 
strategic identification and particular urban context at 
the base of the M1 motorway and A406 North Circular.   
It is considered that the high density urban nature of the 
proposal - which does include tall buildings at the heart 
of the new town centre -  responds to national, London 
and local planning policy as being the most sustainable 
way to make use of urban land. 
It is considered that increased public transport provision 
and the restraint on car parking will facilitate a mode 
shift to more sustainable forms of transport, and this will 
be monitored and controlled through the the 
mechanisms set out in the Conditions and Section 106 
Heads of Terms.   
Car parking ratios are in accordance with the London 
Plan or have been capped, as set out in the transport 
section of this report and are considered acceptable. 
Retail impact on surrounding centres is not considered 
to be significant. 
The creation of a new town centre in this location is 
supported by the London Plan and the UDP.  
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Whitefield School - 
OBJECT 

 Seek clarification on: 
 
- Number of students the school built for; 
- How has amount of green space been calculated; 
- is the site smaller than existing; 
- how many storeys will the building have; 
- how is the ‘managed pedestrian access between the school 
and sports pitches to operate? 
- as a sports college regularly entertain 500 students from 
other schools could this still be accommodated; 
- where would visiting coaches park; 
- where are the changing facilities; 
- concern about proximity of school to the all weather pitches; 
- would the range of sports be restricted by the new facilities; 
- where is the grassed sports area; 
- how is the school linked to the leisure centre; 
- why is Mapledown school not physically linked?; 
- is there play space on top of the building; 
- concern about relationship of classrooms and development to 
the north, specifically the foodstore; 
- concern about how students disperse from the site at the end 
of the day; 
- location of parking. 
- What is school boundary and how is it defined. 
- Proposals show a rather harsh urban environment with a lack 
of greenery.  
 
Further letter dated 12th June, stating: 
 
- what conversations have occurred with the specialist sports 
trust; 
- query location of sport facilities; 
- concern that the plot appears smaller than the current site; 
- query location of parking facilities. 
 

This is an outline application and exact details of the 
size and facilities to be provided at the school will not 
be known until the Reserved Matters stage.   
The Revised Development Specification and 
Framework confirms that the application contains: 

 A new secondary school with a capacity for 
1052 pupils (the current school roll).  

 The detailed design of the new school will 
meet the standards required for a school with 
a sports specialism and with relevant facilities 
for an extended full service school. 

 Permanent sports facilities will be provided on  
the school site with additional permanent 
sports pitches on Clitterhouse Fields. 

 
The new school will be provided prior to the closure of 
the existing Whitefield School 
 
The current planning application is seeking an outline 
planning consent and will not be dealing with the 
detailed design of the school, or any other buildings or 
plots. The application and parameter plans will however 
fix the site size and location for the school along with 
other elements of the community infrastructure. 
 
 The BXC masterplan proposes the establishment of an 
Education / Community Campus in the Eastern Lands 
which will bring together: 

 A relocated Whitefield School 
 A relocated Mapledown School 
 Children’s Centre 
 Leisure Centre  
 Primary Care Centre.  

 
The precise configuration and relationship of these uses 
will be subject to detailed design when detailed 
development proposals for this Phase are brought 
forward in due course. There is an area of 
15,232sq.metres identified within the community 
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campus for Whitefield School but this is only indicative 
at this stage. Prior to the submission of the outline 
application, the applicants commissioned architects to 
undertake Feasibility Studies to test the 
appropriateness of the site size and location of each of 
the schools within the development area. In the case of 
Whitefield School this was undertaken by Allies and 
Morrison. Their study demonstrated that the site 
identified for the relocated school was sufficient to 
house a school of greater capacity than the current 
Whitefield school, meet the necessary Building Bulletin 
standards and provide secure and exclusive access to 
all the external space required of a sports specialism 
college. To demonstrate this, the architects produced 
indicative designs for the school.  This feasibility study 
is not part of the application but provides background 
information. 
 

Brent Cyclists - 
OBJECT 

 Letter issued 9th June 2008 , stating: 
 
- inadequate public transport provision, particularly walking and 
cycling, and over reliance on private car; 
- absence of TA makes full response very difficult; 
- no clear plan of pedestrian and cycle routes; 
- do not favour bridges and would prefer surface level 
crossings; 
- too much emphasis on road improvements, rather than public 
transport and cycling; 
- key desire lines to be incorporated into documentation; 
 
Further joint letter (with Barnet cyclists)  submitted 16 April and 
a further letter received on 17 June 2009. 
Route 11 of the Cycle Highways proposed by the Mayor of 
London runs along the A5 and through Staples Corner.  The 
current designs for Staples Corner would frustrate the Mayor’s 
objective in designating this cycle highway. 
 
 
 

A response to this objection is contained in the 
transport section of this appendix. 
 
In general there is significant investment proposed in 
the Brent Cross Cricklewood Scheme for considerably 
enhanced public transport provision, walking and 
cycling, which will be delivered over 20 years as part of 
£4.5 billion of investment and £900m of Transport 
Investment. 
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Barnet Cycling 
Campaign - 
OBJECT 

 Initial letter received 30th May, which raises the following 
issues: 
 
- Would like to see completion of London Cycle Network of 
which BXC is a major node. 
- Better crossings of major roads. 
- Would like to see excellent bike permeability and accessibility 
in the regeneration area. 
- Better access for bikes to public transport. 
- Better cycle parking. 
 
Further letter received 3rd Jan, with the following key points: 
 
- plans and technical information requested showing existing 
and proposed LCN route 5 and 85; 
-  request completion of Cycle Route Implementation and 
Stakeholder Plan for LCN 85 link 6; 
-  request that for LCN 5 links 10 and 17 routes be defined for 
before, during and after major road modifications; 
-  desire for bridges B3, B4 and B5 to be suitable for cyclists; 
-  MML viaduct must form part of a fast north-south route; 
-  route from station to bridge B5 should be a fast direct cycle 
route; 
-  concerns over the framework travel plan; 
 
Further joint letter (with Brent cyclists)  received 16 April 2009  

A response to this objection is contained in the 
transport section of this appendix. See also general 
response to Brent Cyclists above. 

Brent Friends of 
the Earth - 
OBJECT 

  Letter received 30th May, which highlight extreme concern: 
 
- Not sufficient publicity or time to comment. 
- Lack of provision for cyclists and pedestrians. 
- Developer has disregarded comments so far. 
- Level of social housing is inadequate. 
- Support Brent Cross Light Railway. 
 
Further response issued 4th January: 
 
- claim that Brent residents not sufficiently consulted; 
-  not sufficient time for TA consultation; 
-  application advertised as outline, but parts seek full 
permission, which is mis-leading; 

The regeneration of the BXC area has been planned for 
over 5 years and established in statutory development 
plans. The BXC outline planning application has been 
the subject of extensive consultation including Barnet 
and Brent Residents   
Two periods of consultation were carried out with letters 
delivered to more than 20,000 households (including 
addresses in Brent) site and press notices.  One period 
of consultation from 9 April 2008 - 30 May 2008 when 
the initial document were received and the second from 
17 November 2008 - 5 January 2009 when the TA and 
revisions to other documents were received.  Two 
public exhibitions were held on 6 and 7 May 2008 and 2 
and 3 December 2008.  In addition, a third period of 
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- not acceptable to seek outline permission for the CHP; 
-  request SoS call in application; 
-  is the application consistent with governments’ CO2 targets; 
- concern that the CHP is actually incineration; 
-  request minimum standards for the type, emissions and 
management of EfW technology; 
-  further detail on the CHP process requested; 
-  concern about potential for increase in vehicle movements to 
the WHF from Brent;  
-  suggest that the application promotes burning of recyclables; 
-  concern about air quality; 
-  concern about movement of toxic ash; 
-  further information requested on management and 
maintenance of the ENVAC system; 
-  development encourages car use; 
-  lack of pedestrian bridge at the top of Edgware Road; 
-  impact of biodiversity, particularly at the River Brent.   
 
Further Letter Issued 23 April 2009. Issues raised include: 
-Consultation Process 
-Compliance with Laws, Regulations and Government 
Initiatives 
- Energy from Waste 
- Biodiversity 
-Transport 
- S 106 Planning Gain 
 
 

consultation was carried out in respect of information 
received in response to a Regulation 19 request from 2 
April - 23 April 2009.  This amount of consultation is in 
excess of the statutory requirements and is considered 
reasonable and adequate. 
 
Compliance with Regulations etc - Chapter 19 of the 
Revised Environmental Statement (March 2009) refers 
to various Government legislation on climate change, 
including the Climate Change Act 2008 and PPS1 
Supplement.   Chapter 19 confirms that the 
development commits to achieving at least a 44% 
reduction in carbon emissions in residential buildings 
and at least a 20% reduction in carbon emissions in 
commercial buildings compared to a 2006 Part L 
Building Regulations compliant scheme and this is 
covered by the proposed planning conditions and 
obligations. 
The development will also include a commitment to 
recycle or compost at least 40% of household waste by 
means of dedicated separation and storage (and/or the 
use of an underground waste collection system) as well 
as a commitment to recycle or compost at least 60% of 
commercial and industrial waste. The developers will be 
required under the section 106 agreement to re-provide 
the existing Waste Transfer Station and create a new 
Waste Handling Facility.  This facility will maximize 
recycling through the introduction of a Mechanical 
Recycling Facility (MRF).  In addition, all residual, non 
recyclable, material will be treated (through either 
Mechanical Biological Treatment or Mechanical Heat 
Treatment which incorporate sophisticated 
technologies, similar in part to those in a MRF, to 
separate recyclable and non-recyclable materials) to 
produce a clean renewable fuel for use in an energy 
generation plant (i.e. CHP).   
Combined Heat and Power - The renewable energy 
conversion facility (i.e. CHP) will use RDF from the 
Waste Handling Facility (subject to a feasibility study) to 
derive electricity and heat that will be used in buildings 
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across the Brent Cross Cricklewood regeneration 
scheme.  The technology proposed (gasification) does 
not directly combust the fuel; instead the fuel is 
converted into a gas which is then cleaned to remove 
impurities and subsequently combusted to create 
electricity and heat.  By converting the solid fuel to gas, 
any impurities that may have been present are collected 
as a solid product, which can be disposed of safely.  
The process does not therefore involve mass burn 
incineration and the Council proposes to impose a 
planning condition on any planning permission granted 
which prevents incineration being undertaken on site. 
The new Waste Handling Facility will act as a direct 
replacement for the existing Waste Transfer Station, 
which is located to the east of the railway corridor within 
the application site.  The existing Waste Transfer 
Station is operated on behalf of the North London 
Waste Authority (NLWA) and collects waste from its 7 
constituent borough members.  Therefore, these 
existing vehicular movements will transfer to the new 
facility.  
The TA (Appendix III H) assumes a worst case of the 
recyclables being removed by road, and also allows for 
growth in the number of Waste Collection Vehicles.  
The TA has to adopt this approach from a planning 
perspective to ensure we have covered for all 
possibilities.  The TA demonstrates that the highway 
network can cope. 
The extinguishment of existing uses will result in a 
significant decrease in the existing HGV and other 
traffic on the A5 such that the net overall increase in 
traffic at this location in the TA is relatively small.  Also 
the good rail linkage of the site will encourage the 
transport of bulk recyclables and any residues from 
waste treatment by rail, where the receiving facility is 
rail linked.  However, the TA demonstrates that the 
traffic impacts will be acceptable even if the rail facility 
is not in use. 
The transport and environmental assessment of the 
CHP and Waste Handling Facility has been based on a 



 37

series of parameters including type of plant, capacity, 
output, emissions etc.  These are described in detail in 
the TA and the ES, but are summarised in Appendix 15 
of the Revised Development Specification & 
Framework.  These parameters will be bound into any 
planning permission granted and any reserved matter 
application for these aspects of the scheme will have to 
demonstrate that the impacts are within those 
assessed.  The application includes sufficient 
information to enable an informed decision to be made.    
The applicants are committed to delivering a CHP.  If 
the applicants were unable to obtain RDF from the 
WHF, the CHP would either be fuelled by RDF obtained 
off-site and transported in by rail, or via gas.  This is 
described in the Revised Development Specification & 
Framework (Section 2).  
Air pollution - The Energy from Waste facility, of 
whatever kind, will be obliged to comply with the 
relevant EU Directive and will require an environmental 
permit from the Environment Agency before it is allowed 
to operate.    The emissions will therefore be strictly 
regulated and monitored, such that the maximum 
emission concentrations are well understood.  The 
pollution control regime operated by the Environment 
Agency requires that all monitoring data are made 
available to the public.  
Toxic Ash/Residues - The collection and removal of fly 
ash and bottom ash from EfW plants is a common 
practice in the industry and should present no risks to 
the public, or workers.   Systems are used that ensure 
the material is not in a condition to be easily disturbed 
and enclosed systems are used to minimise the transfer 
of ash to the environment.   Ash handling and disposal 
is also regulated and monitored by the Environment 
Agency as part of the Environmental Permit. 
ENVAC System and Anaerobic Digestion (AD) It is 
proposed that the vacuum waste collection system will 
be connected directly to the WHF rather than the CHP.  
Its provision will be subject to a feasibility study. 
The Environmental Statement acknowledges that this 
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element of the scheme cannot be committed and thus 
assesses the impact of alternative source segregated 
recycling facilities being employed.  
Biodiversity -  The Revised Environmental Statement 
confirms that none of the designated sites, including 
Brent Reservoir SSSI, will be affected by the 
construction or operational activities, providing that all 
mitigation measures are implemented. 
There will be a direct impact on one non-statutory 
designated site for nature conservation, Clarefield Park 
SLINC and this will result in a negative impact of local 
significance. Compensation for the loss of this site will 
include creating nature parks on the site and eight 
green corridors. The habitat composed in these areas 
will be sensitively landscaped to include features such 
as a pond, native planting and a full range of habitat 
types to suitably compensate for the loss of habitat from 
Clarefield Park SLINC. 
The significance of the impacts of the development on 
habitats and other fauna, including, birds and red data 
book invertebrate species are expected to be of short-
medium term negative impact of significance within the 
zone influence during construction, and neutral in the 
long term based on the baseline ecological conditions, 
the scale of the operation, the loss of habitats, the 
species affected and the full implementation of 
mitigation measures including sensitive restoration of 
the River Brent, green and brown roofs on at least ten 
percent of the roof space available, maintaining and 
creating further bat foraging and commuting corridors 
and maintaining suitable habitats for birds throughout 
the development. 
Transport issues are dealt with in the transport section 
of this appendix. 
 A section S106 Heads of Terms is included as 
Appendix 5 of the Committee Report. 
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Barnet Green 
Party - OBJECT 

 Letter received 28th May 2008.  Key issues:  
 
- Development should be carbon neutral. 
- Should consider affect on other shopping areas.  Once impact 
established developers to contribute to assist sustainability of 
nearby centres. 
- Provision of a direct rail link to the expanded shopping centre 
rather than more car parking, improvements to public transport, 
better cycling and walking provision. 
- Better parks and a nature reserve, provided when works 
begin on the development. 

See response to Brent Friends of the Earth above.  
Other shopping areas -  Retail Report (BXC6) considers 
the retail impacts of the application proposals.  The 
report has been accepted by the council on the basis of 
independent specialist retail advice, and it includes a 
specific chapter on the potential impacts to surrounding 
town centres which demonstrates the acceptability of 
the application proposals in terms of retail impact and 
trade draw considerations.  The proposed development 
will draw trade from across the defined catchment area 
and beyond. Impact will not fall upon a single centre 
and no centre will be harmed in terms of its overall 
vitality and viability.  
Access to the shopping centre -  public transport and 
pedestrian and cycle access to the shopping centre will 
be significantly improved to encourage people to use 
other methods of transport than the private car. A new 
bus station will be provided and  pedestrian and cycle 
routes will link all key locations. This includes a new 
route between Brent Cross station and the shopping 
centre.  Four new pedestrian bridges will span major 
road and rail routes, and a further two new road bridges 
will feature segregated pedestrian and cycle facilities. 
Parks and open spaces - new parks will be provided 
and existing parks improved.  This will include the 
provision of temporary open space where necessary.   
 

Brent Terrace 
Residents 
Association - 
OBJECT 

 Letter received 30th May 2008.  Key issues: 

- Not enough time to respond and inadequate consultation 
carried out by developers. 
- Scheme is based on an old model that relies on the private 
car. 
- Disappointed by loss of RTS - would like to see a direct rail 
link. 
- LBB should demand tough restrictions on the car. 
- Better cycle routes and secure parking and more incentives to 
cycle and to walk. 
- Concerned about the environmental impact of the Spine Road 

See above for details of consultation carried out. Local 
residents, particularly within and adjoining the 
regeneration and application area, have been given 
very considerable and numerous opportunities to be 
involved in the proposed scheme and have been fully 
consulted.  
See transport section of report for details of the RTS 
and measures to ensure mode shift from the private car 
to more sustainable forms of transport, including 
improved cycle and pedestrian links. Car park 
charging/CPZ are proposed. 
Proposed spine road acts as a local distributor road 
through the development and will have public transport 
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and its use as a rat run.  Should be terminated at the new 
bridge. 
- Concerned that development will result in more parking in 
Brent Terrace. 
- Concerned that the quality of Brent Terrace Park will be 
compromised, particularly by the Spine Road.   Object to the 
name.  The existing green triangles act as Brent Terrace Park. 
- Object to plans to shrink the Millennium Green. 
- Strongly resist the building on the Greens (green triangles). 
- Object to the felling of trees and their replacement by other 
trees.  Why not leave existing?  All replacements must be 
mature or semi mature trees. 

The building on the sidings will have an adverse effect on 
existing wildlife. 
- Blocks of flats and commercial properties to be built in view of 
Brent Terrrace are out of scale and inappropriate.   
- Cities evolve and grow over time - quickly built large schemes 
are usually seen as expensive mistakes. 
- The large number of flats will cause a transient population - 
not settled families. 
- Remaining Victorian architecture of the area should be 
retained. (Cricklewood station and Clitterhouse Farm). 
- Fear loss of light, loss of privacy and overlooking from 
proposed buildings. 
- Object to filling in of gaps in the terraces. 
- Welcome the retention of the allotments and the creation of a 
Homezone.  
- Concerned that Estate Management proposals will lead to no 
go zones and gated communities and remove democratic 
accountability.  Concerned that service charges for Brent 
Terrace may be introduced. 
- Scheme should integrate with existing communities and bring 
benefits to them. 
- Development should enable and encourage alternative 
smaller scale local commercial provision (farmers markets etc).
- Public and community focus of the development is unclear.  
Would like a community centre and smaller centres.   
- Social infrastructure provision and health care provision must 

priority. Unlikely to be used as a rat-run as junctions will 
be designed to ensure it does not provide beneficial 
east-west access. 
It is proposed to build terraced housing on the Brent 
Terrace triangles but existing open space will be 
improved and new spaces - including Brent Terrace 
Linear Park will be created.  There will be the 
opportunity to use part of the linear park for allotments 
but this will be subject to detailed design at the 
appropriate stage.  Millennium Green will be a 
comparable size. The gaps in the terraces will be 
retained. 
Trees will be retained where possible and new trees will 
be provided. 
 
The proposals will result in an urban form very different 
from surrounding areas of Barnet, though entirely 
appropriate for its strategic location and urban setting at 
the foot of the M1 Motorway and A406 North Circular 
Road.  It is considered that the high density urban 
nature of the proposal - which does include tall 
buildings at the heart of the new town centre -  
responds to national, London and local planning policy 
as being the most sustainable way to make use of 
urban land. The residential blocks between Brent 
Terrace and the railway line will be higher than the 
Terrace and will be flats.  Heights will be up to 65 
metres facing the railway.  Terraced housing is 
proposed on the Brent Terrace triangles. 
Clitterhouse Farm main building is outside the 
application site and will be unaffected but the 
outbuildings will be removed to allow the creation of 
enhanced facilities on Clitterhouse playing fields.  
The Estate Management proposals have not been 
agreed and will need to be discussed and approved by 
the Council under the planning conditions should 
planning permission be granted and then implemented 
under the proposed S106 agreement. 
The creation of a community campus in the Eastern 
Lands will bring together the schools, library, leisure, 
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be adequate. 
- Support the retention of Hendon Football Club. 
- Housing should meet the Level Five of Code for Sustainable 
Homes. 
- Concern about details of Energy from Waste facility. 
- Consider the scheme should lead the way in green issues.  

health and community space at the heart of the new 
town centre.   
Social infrastructure provision has been carefully 
assessed and considered and the proposals are set out 
in the social infrastructure section of the main report. 
The application does not include the Hendon Football 
Club site. 
The housing  will meet at least Level 3 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes and planning conditions will make 
sure that the development will meet changing standards 
over the development period. 
The sustainability proposals are considered acceptable 
 

Federation of 
Residents 
Association in 
Barnet - OBJECT 

 Letter issued 3rd Jan 2009.  Key issues include: 
 
- concern that impact assessments not considered broad 
impacts beyond the site; 
-  concern about lack of consultation; 
-  impact of other town centres; 
-  concern about transport proposals, particularly how it will 
resolve existing congestion; 
-  concern that majority of housing is medium to high rise flats 
-  concern over the lack of green space proposals.   

The EIA Process is considered to describe and assess 
all the likely significant impacts, in accordance with a 
formal scoping exercise and reviewed throughout the 
period of consideration of the application (and including 
the further information provided in accordance with the 
Regulation 19). 
Two periods of consultation were carried out with letters 
delivered to more than 20,000 household (including 
addresses in Brent) , site and press notices .  One 
period of consultation  from 9 April 2008 - 30 May 2008 
when the initial documents were received and the 
second from 17 November 2008 - 5 January 2009 when 
the TA and revisions to other documents were received.  
Two public exhibitions were held on 6 and 7 May 2008 
and 2 and 3 December 2008.  In addition, a third period 
of consultation was carried out in respect of information 
received in response to a Regulation 19 request from 2 
April - 23 April 2009.  This amount of consultation is in 
excess of the statutory requirements and is considered 
reasonable and adequate. 
The Applicant’s Retail Report (BXC6) considers the 
retail impacts of the application proposals.  The report 
includes a specific chapter on the potential impacts to 
surrounding town centres which demonstrates the 
acceptability of the application proposals in terms of 
retail impact and trade draw considerations and this has 
been addressed earlier in this appendix as well as in 
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the Retail section of the report.  The transport 
implications of the proposals are considered in full in 
the Transport section of the committee report and the 
transport issues are covered in the transport section of 
this appendix. 
The proposals will result in an urban form very different 
from surrounding areas of Barnet.  It is considered that 
the high density urban nature of the proposal - which 
does include tall buildings at the heart of the new town 
centre -  responds to national, London and local 
planning policy as being the most sustainable way to 
“maximise the use” of this highly accessible urban land 
in a designated “opportunity area”. 
An overall increase in open space is proposed with 
improvements to existing open spaces and temporary 
open space provided where necessary.  
 

Brent Terrace (14 
Letters) - OBJECT 

  - Object to building on the Brent Terrace triangles and would 
like to see them improved as play space instead. 
- Clitterhouse Farm buildings should be retained and used as 
artists studios. 
- Too much development and too little consideration for 
existing residents 
- As the population will double the additional amount of open 
space provided is negligible and inadequate. 
- Spine road should be on the other side of the new flats 
alongside the railway line. 
- Moving of the waste transfer station is a waste of money. 
- Object to increase in size and height of the primary school.  

See response to Brent Terrace above. 
The principle of the regeneration of the BXC area is 
supported by the London Plan and the Barnet UDP. 
Although the existing waste transfer station is capable 
of handling a similar tonnage of waste to that proposed 
for the new WHF, the area of land required to 
accommodate the more complex mix of technologies 
required for the WHF is larger than exists at the transfer 
station.  Therefore, even if it were possible to close and 
demolish the existing facility the land area released 
would not be adequate.  A larger site is therefore 
required, and this has been provided for adjacent to the 
Edgware Road. 
The existing school is housed in poor quality buildings 
and a new “exemplar” school is welcomed by the 
Council. 
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JR Ullman - 
OBJECT 
 

NW11  Letter issued 11th April 2008 and further correspondence 
including a report based on evidence of Keith Sowerby given to 
the planning enquiry into the UDP. 
 
Key Issues: 
 
- Development should be discussed with TfL and Ministry of 
Transport to ascertain S106 contributions and time frames; 
- concern about transport impacts and adequacy of funding for 
transport proposals. 
 
 

Full details of the traffic impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures are included in the applicants 
Transport Assessment which has been discussed with 
TfL and the Highways Agency.  The applicant will be 
required through the planning conditions and 
obligations to fund the necessary transport mitigation 
measures required by the development.   

Petition (360 
signatures) - 
OBJECT 

Pauline Mckinnell,           
NW2  
 

Requests that planning permission should not be granted on 
basis of existing plans as: 
 
- Contradictions between stated objectives and the actual plan 
in terms of creating a new town centre.  The plan maximises 
car traffic through the urban area. 
- Area is not big enough to support an extra 20,000 people. 
- Effect on road traffic is catastrophic.  Station should be built 
first. 
- There is no clear plan for pedestrian or cycle routes. 
- Only way to stitch together the urban fabric is to tame the 
roads - A406 and A41. 
- Loss of trees, green spaces and gardens - loss of Clarefield 
Park, open space in front of B & Q and the gardens around 
Whitefield Estate. 
- Scale of the commercial development. 
- Absence of the Transport Assessment.  

The proposed development  will deliver the 
comprehensive regeneration of the area with a new 
town centre on both sides of the A406.  The full range 
of town centre uses will be provided through the 
application.  
The application proposes a very considerable 
investment and improvement and a range of pubic 
transport improvement and provision and restraint on 
car parking to encourage the modal shift to more 
sustainable forms of transport. The proposals will result 
in an urban form very different from surrounding areas 
of Barnet.  It is considered that the high density urban 
nature of the proposal - which does include tall 
buildings at the heart of the new town centre -  
responds to national, London and local planning policy 
as being the most sustainable way to make use of 
urban land. 
The need for the station in public transport terms is 
generated by the introduction of the new commercial 
quarter and the associated workers.  The delivery of the 
new station is linked to the construction of this new 
commercial quarter. 
A network of pedestrian and cycle routes is proposed.  
See response to cyclists above. 
Major upgrades of the junctions to the M1/A5/A406 and 
A41/A406 are proposed to ensure the flow of traffic will 
be maintained at its current levels.  
An overall increase in open space is proposed with 
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improvements to existing open spaces and temporary 
open space provided where necessary. 
The creation of around 27,000 new jobs will contribute 
to the areas prosperity and will provide jobs for local 
people.  The location of the taller office buildings has 
been sited adjacent to the M1 junction and building 
heights will step down towards the surrounding area.  

Standard letter A  - 
NW2 area (26 
letters) - OBJECT  

  - Area cannot absorb another 20,000 people. 
- Height and density of the buildings is out of keeping. 
- New roads will cause disruption, noise and pollution for those 
who live there 
- Object to the treatment of the Whitefield Estate residents who 
will lose their homes, gardens and mature trees and green 
spaces. 
- Would like developers to provide a model of proposals. 
- Amount of open space provided is minimal.  Provision should 
be made for birds, insects and other wild life.   

The principle of growth and major strategic regeneration 
and population increase has been planned at BXC for 
over 5 years and has been well publicised and 
enshrined in statutory development plans. 
It is considered that the proposals will meet the 
requirements of new and existing communities.  The 
development will be required to be delivered in 
accordance with the Council’s and the Mayor’s policies 
requiring it to create a new sustainable  town centre .  
The planning application is supported by a range of 
assessment documentation including a Transport 
Assessment and Environmental Statement, which 
demonstrate that the impacts of the development can 
be appropriately mitigated.  This will be monitored and 
controlled by means of the Matrix and Transport 
Reports mechanism described elsewhere in this report. 
The BXC proposals are a direct response to regional 
and local planning policy contained in the statutory 
development plan which identified the site as 
appropriate for comprehensive and strategic 
development as an Opportunity Area designated under 
the London Plan.  Building heights are governed by 
their position within the regeneration area, with the 
tallest buildings located next to major infrastructure and 
at lower heights next to existing residential.  The 
relationship between existing residential communities 
and new development has been carefully considered in 
urban design terms (with design principles included in 
the Design & Access Statement) and environmental 
terms (i.e. sunlight and daylight) through the 
Environmental Statement.  
The Transport Assessment and Environmental 
Statement have considered the impacts of the 
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development including noise and air quality, and 
identified the necessary mitigation where appropriate.  
The construction of the scheme will be governed by a 
series of controls including the Code of Construction 
Practice and Construction Environmental Management 
Plans, to ensure that any impact will be kept to the 
minimum and will operate within the local authority’s 
regulations.  
Appropriate arrangements will be made for the 
residents of the Whitefield Estate.   All new properties 
will be provided with external private amenity space, 
standards for which are prescribed in the Design & 
Access Statement.     
The applicants prepared a model of the scheme which 
was displayed at Barnet Council’s consultation event on 
the scheme in December 2008.   
The development provides a net increase of 8 ha of 
public open space.  A number of existing areas of open 
space will be improved including substantial 
improvements to Clitterhouse Playing Fields, Claremont 
Way Open Space, Sturgess Park and Millennium 
Green.  New parks and nature parks (with a wildlife 
emphasis) will be created, each with a distinctive 
appearance, character and purpose.  The development 
does result in the loss of some areas of open space 
including Clarefield Park, the triangles of green space 
adjacent to Brent Terrace and the underused land in 
front of B&Q, but are compensated for through the 
provision of new spaces 

Standard letter B 
(17 letters) - 
OBJECT 

  - Concerned about predicted 29,000 extra vehicles per day at 
Brent Cross. 
- Car access to expanded shopping centre must be reduced by 
offering high quality public transport. 
- Broadly support 'Brent Cross Railway' proposal or a similar 
plan to improve public transport.  

The figure of 29,000 is taken from Barnet Council’s 
Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon 
Development Framework adopted by Barnet Council as 
planning policy in December 2005.  It takes into account 
the estimated combined traffic impact of both the West 
Hendon scheme and the BXC scheme.  The West 
Hendon scheme has its own measures to mitigate 
traffic impact, in addition to those within the BXC 
scheme.  The applicants Transport Assessment is a 
more recent document and is a more up to date source 
of data.  It takes account of the West Hendon 



 46

development as an existing commitment. 
Whilst the retail capacity of the Brent Cross Shopping 
Centre will practically double through the regeneration, 
there will be the same number of car parking spaces as 
today.  Access to the Shopping Centre will be 
significantly improved for pedestrians and cyclists, as 
well as by public transport.  The new Templehof Bridge 
and high street will link the shopping centre to the rest 
of the development for those on foot or on bicycles.  
The existing bus station will be replaced with a larger 
and more attractive facility. 
The proposals include substantial improvements to 
public transport infrastructure and services.  Plans 
include a new train station on the Midland Mainline, a 
new bus station and improvements to the existing 
Cricklewood train and Brent Cross Tube stations.  The 
light rail scheme referred to by this objector is an 
uncommitted strategic proposal and includes areas not 
covered by this planning application.  See response to 
Campaign for Better Transport. 

Standard letter C - 
Railway Terraces 
(46 letters) - 
OBJECT 

  - Concerned over extra road traffic and support for Brent Cross 
Light Railway 

The proposals include improvements to public transport 
and restraint on car parking to encourage modal shift to 
more sustainable forms of transport.  Plans include a 
new train station on the Midland Mainline, a new bus 
station and improvements to the existing Cricklewood 
train and Brent Cross Tube stations.  The light rail 
scheme is a more strategic proposal and includes areas 
not covered by this planning application.  See response 
to Campaign for Better Transport. 
 

Standard letter D  
- Railway Terraces 
(5 letters) – 
OBJECT 
 
 
 
 
 

  - overdevelopment and location and operation of rail freight 
facility 
 

See response to Railway Terraces below 
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General Railway 
Terraces letters + 
additional 
comments on 
standard letters 
(36 letters) - 
OBJECT 

Railway Terraces - Traffic congestion and pollution is already at untenable levels
- Development will result in an unacceptable level of noise 
pollution. 
- Rail freight proposal may result in dust pollution.  
- Concerned about increased vibration from the railway. 
- Believe scheme will damage the community and the 
environment. 
- Without TA cannot assess whether public transport proposals 
are adequate. 
- Proposals to improve Cricklewood station are minimal. 
- Concerned that the new station will result in closure of 
existing station. 
- New units will rely on mechanical ventilation - this is 
unacceptable. 
- Roads will turn into wind tunnels. 
- Proposal removes some of green space to the west of the 
railway tracks. 
- Playground and sporting facilities for the schools are likely to 
be inadequate. 
- Adverse affect on radio and TV coverage. 
- Concerned that the geographical shift of development 
northwards will detract from the vibrant traditional centre of 
Cricklewood. 
- The application should provide for a substantial and 
dedicated buffer zone between the new rail freight facility and 
the RT Conservation Area.  This should not include the 
Cricklewood Curve track and embankments and trains and 
road access to the facility should be from the north.   
- Will the new schools be sufficient to cater for the increased 
population. 
- Concerned about height of CHP chimney. 
- Concerned that arrangements for policing may be 
inadequate. 
- Concerned about loss of Clarefield Park and the impact on 
wildlife and ecosystems. 
- Concerned about loss of Hendon Sports Centre.          

The BXC proposals are in accordance with statutory 
development plan  policies.  The London Plan, the UDP 
Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon 
Development Framework identify the site as appropriate 
for comprehensive and strategic development.  Building 
heights are governed by their position within the 
regeneration area, with the tallest buildings located next 
to major infrastructure and stepping down in height next 
to existing residential. The relationship between existing 
residential communities and new development has 
been carefully considered in urban design terms (with 
design principles included in the Design & Access 
Statement) and environmental terms (i.e. sunlight and 
daylight) through the Environmental Statement. The 
importance of the rail freight facility is recognised in 
Barnet’s UDP and supported by TfL.  The 
environmental impacts of the facility have been 
assessed in the application and necessary mitigation 
identified, including the creation of acoustic screens. 
The transport impacts of the development have been 
tested through the Transport Assessment and 
accompanying Supplementary Reports.  The proposals 
provide a substantial improvement in public transport 
infrastructure, which in addition to restraining car 
parking, will encourage visitors, workers and residents 
of the development to use sustainable modes of travel.  
The proposed conditions and planning obligations will 
monitor and control the modal shift as the development 
proceeds and (as far as reasonably practicable) will 
ensure that the target modal splits will be achieved. 
The predicted pollution levels from the development 
have been properly assessed in the Environmental 
Statement. 
 Extensive modelling has been undertaken to ensure 
that noise levels within the development meet the 
relevant policy guidelines.  Acoustic screening will be 
used to mitigate sources of higher noise levels such as 
the rail freight facility.  The applicants will be required to 
demonstrate at a detailed design stage how residential 
properties will achieve prescribed internal noise 
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standards.  
 The Rail Freight Facility is not expected to be a major 
source of dust.  Freight will be containerised, and 
transferred from docked lorries to within the building.  . 
 With regards to vibration from the railway, the RES 
(para 9.5.515) reports that the number of freight trains 
running round the Cricklewood curve adjacent to the 
Conservation Area is likely to reduce as a result of the 
proposals because of the re-routing of the waste trains.  
Vibration levels here are expected to reduce. 
BXC will be a sustainable town centre and it is 
anticipated it will have a positive impact on 
neighbouring areas.  It represents an opportunity to 
create a high quality modern development within a 
mixed community providing local shops, restaurants, 
offices and schools, set around attractive parkland.  
Improved interchanges are proposed at both 
Cricklewood and Brent Cross Tube stations, as well as 
contributions to station improvement works through the 
consolidated transport fund including step free access.  
There are no plans to close Cricklewood Station as part 
of this scheme. 
The method by which buildings will be ventilated will be 
determined during the detailed design phases.  All 
options will be considered and the most viable 
environmental option will be used. 
The Environmental Statement undertook a wind tunnel 
analysis and identified mitigation measures where 
appropriate.  Detailed design of individual buildings will 
be accompanied by further wind assessment, where 
appropriate.  
The development provides a net increase of 8 ha of 
public open space.  A number of existing areas of open 
space will be improved including improvements to 
Clitterhouse Playing Fields, Claremont Way Open 
Space, Sturgess Park and Millennium Green. New 
parks and nature parks (with a wildlife emphasis) will be 
created, each with a distinctive appearance, character 
and purpose.  The development does result in the loss 
of some areas of open space including Clarefield Park, 
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the triangles of green space adjacent to Brent Terrace 
and the underused land in front of B&Q, but are 
compensated for through the provision of temporary 
replacement open space as well as the permanent 
provision of high quality new open spaces and public 
realm.  A new nature park will be created adjacent to 
the railway corridor and a new 2.1 ha linear park (Brent 
Terrace Park) adjacent to Brent Terrace, as shown on 
Parameter Plan 003.    
Whitefield Secondary and Mapledown Special Needs 
School will be re-provided  within a new education 
campus.  Whitefield School will be located adjacent to 
Clitterhouse Sports Pitches, which will also be 
significantly upgraded, to reflect its sport academy 
status.  A replacement Claremont Primary School with 
enlarged capability and modern facilities will also be 
built on the existing site.  The Social Infrastructure 
Strategy provides projections of the future population 
within the BXC area and demonstrates that the new 
facilities including new buildings for the local schools 
with attendant increase in capacity will ensure there are 
sufficient places to meet future needs.   
There are likely to be impacts on the quality of TV 
reception from the Crystal Palace transmitter in the 
shadow zone created by the scheme. There is a low 
probability of reflection effects impacting on the 
perceptible quality of TV reception to properties to the 
southeast, mainly because television aerials reject 
signals from the 'wrong' direction.  There is a medium 
probability of reflection effects impacting on the 
perceptible quality of TV reception to properties to the 
west.  The Environmental Assessment concludes that 
the application will have no significant impacts on radio, 
TV and mobile reception, once the mitigation measures 
proposed have been implemented. 
The applicants have submitted a retail assessment 
(BXC6) which has justified the proposals in retail terms 
including the impact on nearby town centres.  
The exact form that the rail freight facility acoustic 
screen will take will emerge during the detailed design 
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phase. The ES found that the peak noise level with the 
acoustic screen in place will be 45 decibels which is 
within sleep disturbance guidelines.  The outline 
application does specify that an area of a certain size 
and height will be used to construct an acoustic screen 
between the Railway Cottages and the Rail Freight 
Facility.  This will ensure that noise levels as a result of 
activity at the facility will as a minimum not exceed 
noise standards guidelines for new residential 
developments. 
The Environmental Statement has considered the 
appropriate stack height of the CHP stack based on 
optimal dispersion of the emitted pollutants and 
acceptable visual impact.  The maximum height of the 
stack will be 140m, however, the actual height will be 
refined within that maximum limit at the detailed design 
stage and taking due account of the proposed height 
depending on the height of the adjacent commercial 
buildings.    
New police facilities will be delivered, one of which 
could be located within the relocated Bus Station at 
Brent Cross Shopping Centre. This will need to be 
agreed with the Metropolitan Police. 
The loss of Clarefield Park has been considered and 
assessed in the Environmental Statement and 
appropriate mitigation measures, including the creation 
of a new pond and temporary replacement open space 
will be required.  This temporary open space will be 
provided in the first phase to compensate for the loss of 
Clarefield Park, prior to its permanent replacement as 
the Eastern Lands Park.   
The Hendon Leisure Centre will be rebuilt, replacing all 
of the facilities that are in the current one, in a more 
central location within the regeneration area.  The new 
facility will be provided before the existing is 
demolished. 
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General 
addresses  
OBJECT 

  - Uncertainty for residents of Whitefield Estate. 
- No bio-fuels in CHP. 
- Secure cycle parking and facilities for electric cars. 
- Green/Wildlife issues are given little priority. 
- Strongly opposed to plans for Clitterhouse Fields and 
Millennium Green. 
- Concerned about position of waste handling facility in a 
residential area and so near to a school. 
- Concerned about position of bridge across A5. 
- How does the project contribute positively to the urban 
landscape? 
- Are enough crossings of major roads proposed? 
- Does the River Brent link up to other green spaces? 
- Is enough proposed for teenagers? 
- Can elderly residents be subsidised to stay in the area? 
- Detrimental affect on Cricklewood, Willesden, Kilburn and 
Golders Green. 
- Not enough residential parking. 
- Too many flats and not enough houses. 
- Flooding on the A41 near Tesco will be made worse. 
- Has the site of the former isolation hospital on Marble Drive 
been considered as contaminated land?  
- Detailed concern about the A41 Hendon Way and mid level 
roundabout. 
- Object to use of wind turbines as inefficient and unsightly. 
- Concerned about the impact on local residents of the plans to 
improve Brent X Tube station. 
- The scheme should include a swimming pool. 
- Plans to improve River Brent might lead to an increase in 
flooding. 
- Plans for an Astroturf on Clitterhouse Fields will result in loss 
of access to public open space. 
- Object to plans for a private hospital. 
- More affordable housing. 
- Need to retain the wide open spaces of Clitterhouse fields. 
- Need to retain railway lands for future use. 
- Concerned about position of bus stops on Claremont Rd. 
- Need traffic management proposals for Shirehall Lane. 
- Should be a Museum and Heritage Centre and Handley Page 
should be commemorated. 

All these issues are covered either in the schedule 
above or in the main body of the report. 
The comments in this section are wide ranging and 
some of the issues raised are not planning matters.  
Other issues will be more appropriately considered at 
the detailed design stage. 
 
Very brief responses are set out below in relation to 
those material issues raised in this section where it is 
considered that a specific response should be offered: 
 
The Whitefield Estate residents have been consulted on 
the BXC application and earlier on the Barnet UDP. 
They will be fully consulted and involved in the 
preparation and approval of the Residential Relocation 
Strategy before Phase 1 commences. 
 
Wind turbines will not be permitted within the 
development unless they are authorised by either 
permitted development rights (under the GDPO) or by 
an Alternative Energy Permission. 
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- People who own houses or flats on the Whitefield Estate will 
not be able to afford similar properties in the new development.
- Effect on value of existing properties. 
- Disruption to the lives of local residents for 20 years. 
- The benefits of the scheme are questionable when set 
against the possibility of gridlock in the area. 
- Concerned about height of proposals adjacent to Prayle 
Grove.  
- Concerned about impact of parking on streets surrounding 
the shopping centre. 
- Concerned that new roads are not used as rat runs. 
- No clarity as to what sort of 'homes' are envisaged. 
- waste plant will create an industrial environment too close to 
schools and houses. 
- no account taken of UK climate change laws, full information 
should be provided on CHP, no incineration. 
- concern about environmental impact of Waste Handling 
Facility and traffic impact, 
- concern about loss of Hendon Football Club and loss of 
pitches on Clitterhouse Playing Fields, changing facilities and 
moving the bus station further away from the shopping centre 
- straightening of the River Brent and mixing of river water with 
groundwater. 
- flooding on A406 and complicated access and egress 
arrangements to A41. 
- risk of structural change in the scale of London's commercial 
and retail growth 
- arrangements should be made for Green line coaches to 
stop. 
- existing controlled parking zone should be extended. 
- no changes in public transport proposals since initial 
consultation in 2007.  
- recycling targets are too low. 
- traffic congestion along the A5. 
- need regular bus service between Cricklewood, new town 
centre and Brent Cross Tube. 
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Environment 
Agency - 
SUPPORT 

 30-34 Albert 
Embankment, London 
SE1 7Tl 

Original letter issued 27th May 2008.  Key issues of concern 
raised included: 
 
- An adequate assessment of fluvial flood risk has not been 
undertaken. 
- An adequate assessment of surface water flood risk has not 
been undertaken. 
- Adequate information in regard to the Bridge designs and 
access ramps to the River Brent has not been provided. 
- The river diversion and naturalisation scheme has not been 
assessed and designed by a qualified geomorphologist. 
- Proposed decking within the channel of the River Brent is 
unacceptable to the Environment Agency. 
- Improvements to the River Brent and Clitterhouse Stream are 
not sufficient. 
- TA when submitted must contain a fully acceptable Transyt 
model for J1. 
- Welcome the small amounts of parking and high non car 
mode share. 
 
Further letter issued 22nd September.  Key issues: 
 
- concern about decking over the channel which may restrict 
water flow during floods and/or impact of biodiversity 
development.  
 
Letter issued 3rd November withdrawing objection and 
supporting the scheme, subject to conditions. 
 
Further letter dated 2nd Jan 2009 re-affirming approval or the 
scheme and suggesting a further condition.  
 
Further letter 16 April suggesting one further condition. 

Further information was submitted by the applicant in 
response to the concerns raised by the Environment 
Agency.  The Environment Agency are now satisfied 
subject to appropriate conditions which are incorporated 
into the draft conditions in Appendix 1. 

Highways Agency  Wing 1B  
Federated House 
London Road 
Dorking RH4 1SZ 

Letter issued 9th May 2008.  Key issues: 
 
• Residential component should be measured in dwellings and 
'business' use should specify which use class - this is crucial to 
measuring trip generation. 
• Current proposed triggers and conditions allow the majority of 
the development to go ahead without mitigation to the currently 

The Highways Agency have confirmed that they are 
now satisfied with the proposal subject to conditions 
which are incorporated into the conditions proposed in 
Appendix 1. 
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congested M1/A5/A406 junction. 
• Elements making up means of access needs to be clarified.   
 
Further letter issued 16th January, highlighting: 
 
- query appropriateness of the M1 and A41 trigger; 
- query impacts of AM peak modelling on M1. 
 
Further Letter 20 April 2009 
Reaffirms concerns about the M1 junction and A41 mid level 
junction. 
Further letter 19 May 2009. 
The Highways Agency has now confirmed that they are 
satisfied with the proposals subject to the imposition of 
Grampian style conditions to relate the delivery of infrastructure 
to an appropriately early Phase of development.  
 

Transport for 
London - TBC 

Alex Andrews  The GLA published their Stage 1 Report on the 11th February 
2009 this included a range of issues and concerns raised by  
TfL. 
 
 
  
 
 
 

These issues are covered in the transport section of this 
appendix. TfL and the GLA have since the February 
stage 1 response been extensively involved in working 
through outstanding strategic transport and planning 
issues including innovative S106 provisions to address 
impacts on the Strategic Transport Network.  

Thames Water –. Nicky McHugh Letter received 16th April: 
- Inability of existing waste water infrastructure to cope 

with needs of the development - need for Grampian 
style condition until drainage works have been 
approved. 
- Propose conditions to deal with Surface Water 
Drainage and the inadequate capacity of the existing 
water supply infrastructure. 

Further letter received 22 April confirming above.  
 

The applicants have prepared a site wide Drainage 
Strategy which considers the impacts of the 
development on existing infrastructure. A condition is 
proposed which requires details of the proposed 
drainage infrastructure and water supply to be 
submitted to and approved by the LBB, in consultation 
with Thames Water, before development commences.     

English Heritage – 
SUPPORT subject 
to conditions 

  Propose condition to secure a written scheme of 
archaeological investigation. 

Condition proposed in Appendix 1. 
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Natural England – 
SUPPORT subject 
to conditions 

Dominic Coath, 
London Regional 
Office, Ashdown 
House, 3rd Floor, 123 
Victoria St, SW1E 6DE 

Letter issued 29th May 2008. 
Although there may be a reduction in the amount of habitats in 
terms of quantity there is potential for a net gain in biodiversity 
through an increase in habitat quality and connectivity.  Natural 
England would like to be involved in developing approaches 
and principles as part of the detailed design stage. 
 
Second letter received 15 December 2009, supporting previous 
letter. Suggest Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan as 
a mechanism for delivering aspirations. 

Condition proposed in Appendix 1. 

London Fire and 
Emergency 
Planning Authority  

Pete Goodwin Fire brigade is satisfied with the proposals  The LFEPA’s support is welcomed. 

Hertsmere 
Borough Council – 

Mark Silverman Letter issued 16th May 2008.  Key issues: 
 

Generally support the proposal but have concerns with 
regard to the extent of comparison retail and transport 
improvements. 
- Concerned that Borehamwood has been excluded from 
the Retail Impact Assessment. 

Further Letter received 15 April reaffirming their position.  

The planning application for the regeneration of BXC is 
supported by the London Plan and Barnet’s Unitary 
Development Plan.  The retail component of the new 
town centre as set out in the Unitary Development Plan 
was informed by the preparation of an independent 
retail impact assessment, the North West London Retail 
Study April 2004.  The study concludes that there was 
‘more than sufficient [expenditure] to support the scale 
of retailing envisaged at Brent Cross in the emerging 
development framework by 2011 i.e. circa 55,000sq.m 
gross’ (para 10.6).  Furthermore, paragraph 8.56 states 
that given ‘the significant scale of surplus capacity, over 
and above the combined turnover requirements of new 
development at Brent Cross and within the other 
identified centres, our analysis indicates that this 
strategy would not have any significant impact on 
established strategic centres’. 
The NWLRS divided the catchment area into a series of 
sectors.  The catchment plan is re-produced at 
Appendix 1 of the BXC Retail Report.  This represents 
the 20 minute drive time from the site and the area from 
which 80% of comparison turnover is anticipated to be 
drawn.   The BXC Retail Report retains the 80% 
estimate.  If a wider catchment area were adopted to 
include Borehamwood, a more dispersed trade draw 
would result which would show a greater retail need 
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(due to the increased population) and reduced impacts 
across all centres (due to the increase area within 
which to disperse the impacts).  Therefore, the use of a 
constrained catchment area serves to adopt a worst 
case scenario and as significant impacts are not 
recorded to centres within the current catchment area, it 
is anticipated that a similar position would occur at 
Borehamwood, were the catchment area to be 
expanded. 
The planning application is supported by a Transport 
Assessment which has considered the impacts of the 
development on the local transport network.  The 
proposals have fully considered the impact of retail trips 
from the catchment area used in the Retail Report and 
demonstrated that any impacts can be appropriately 
mitigated 

LB Haringey  Stuart Cook, Head of 
DC south 

Email issued 15th January 2009 requesting the following 
conditions: 
 
- S.106 contributions toward increasing the capacity of NO 232 
bus service; and 
- work with TfL on measures to boost capacity of the A406 
north of site where it connects with the A1. 

i)  The s.106 contribution towards increasing the 
capacity of the No.232 bus service from 2016 will be 
provided through the bus subsidy proposals; and(ii)  
The A406 between the M1/Staples Corner and A41 mid 
level has been designed to provide enhanced operation 
at the junctions with full signalisation.  Other schemes 
beyond the immediate development area have been 
taken into account in relation to wider impacts on the 
A406. 
 
 
 

LB Harrow -  Les Simpson, Service 
Manager, Development 
Management 
 
 
 

Acknowledgement dated 16th December 2008 n/a  

Greater London 
Authority 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

Stage 1 report presented on 11 February 2009 See separate response in this appendix. 
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CAMDEN- Object    Camden Planning Committee considered the 
application on 2 April 2009 and object on the 
following grounds: 

 Proposal relies too heavily on the private car and 
would lead to increase in traffic on Camden's roads.  
Undue attention to increasing capacity of road 
junctions and more attention should be given to public 
transport, walking and cycling.  Likely to require S106 
contribution to mitigate the impacts in Camden. 

 Modal share to public transport would only rise 
significantly towards the end of the development. 
Applicant should be held to mode shift targets.  TFL 
should be a signatory to the S106 to enforce. 

 Camden would wish to be consulted on Reserved 
Matter applications which might affect their roads. 

 Further information is required on impact on specific 
junctions and roads in Camden 

 Precise impact of traffic associated with the rail freight 
facility and waste handling facility should be provided. 

 Bus subsidy should be paid to TFL. 
 Any increased likelihood of closure of Cricklewood 

Station is of concern and further detail is required in 
respect of loading to trains.  

 More information is required to cover the likely volume 
of construction related vehicles that would pass 
through Camden. 

 Impact on Kilburn Town Centre and Finchley 
Road/Swiss Cottage Town Centres and West 
Hampstead Town Centre should be evaluated. 

 Proposals include an unacceptably low amount of 
affordable housing. A higher proportion of larger 
homes should be provided.   Essential that relevant 
amount of social infrastructure is provided to prevent 
impacts in Camden. 

 Would like links from CHP to similar networks in 
Camden. 

 
 
 

As an adjoining Borough LB Camden has been 
consulted and fully aware of the long term planning for 
the regeneration of the BXC strategic opportunity area 
for over 5 years, enshrined in statutory development 
plans. The council has been fully consulted with 
proactive engagement by Barnet Council on the outline 
application in order to address, as with LB Brent, 
specific concerns and impact mitigation that will be 
appropriately and reasonably addressed through the 
S106 agreement. 
A response to the transport aspects of this objection is 
included in the transport section of this appendix. 
BXC 06 (Retail Report) estimates that the impact in 
terms of comparison shopping would be -1.29% for 
Kilburn and -1.01% for Swiss Cottage.  These levels of 
impact are considered small compared to the overall 
forecast in expenditure.  In terms of convenience 
shopping the impact is also considered to be 
insignificant and would be focused on out of centre 
destinations rather than traditional town centres. 
The amount of affordable housing has been subject to a 
viability assessment carried out by the Valuation Office 
on behalf of the GLA. The S106 and Planning 
Conditions will ensure impacts across the boundary to 
Camden (and Brent) will be satisfactorily addressed. 
The S106 agreement also proposes a very inclusive 
and collaborative approach whereby adjoining 
boroughs, including Camden and Brent Councils, will be 
asked to be full members of the BXC Transport 
Advisory Group to engage and advise on relevant 
transport issues and investments over the lifetime of the 
developments. 
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LB Brent -  
Object 

   Brent Planning Committee considered the application 
on the 4 February 2009.  Brent Council support the 
principle of the regeneration of the Brent Cross 
Cricklewood Area. However the committee 
considered that insufficient information had been 
supplied to allow the satisfactory assessment of the 
effects of the proposal on Brent.  Brent will object until 
the following concerns have been addressed: 

 The proposals will have a significant impact on traffic 
movement, management and parking in Brent that 
has not been fully assessed. 

 The full quantum of development proposed at 
Wembley should have been assessed. 

 Various incorrect assumptions have been made in the 
assessment and modelling.   

 Unrealistic assumptions have been made about 
increase in vehicles at key junctions. 

 Full impact of new MML bridge on Brent has not been 
assessed. 

 Junction with the freight handling facility should have 
a pedestrian crossing. 

 More significant proposals for orbital public transport 
should be made. 

 Concern about effects of re-routing buses from the 
Staples Corner employment area. 

 Concern that proposals should not prejudice future 
fixed transport links to Brent.   

 Concern about parking for the new railway station and 
town centre. 

 Further information is required on the generation of 
HGVs to and from the waste facility.  
 

The applicant and Barnet officers have met Brent officers 
and have supplied further information.   A further response 
was received from Brent in April 2009.  Brent maintains its 
objection on the basis that the overall assessment of the 
impact on Brent's transport system has not been 
adequately addressed and that no acceptable mitigation 
strategy has been put forward. In particular: 

A response to this is contained in the transport section 
of this appendix.  
 
See also response to Camden above. 
 
In response to the LB Brent Chief Planner’s letter 28 
August 2009: 
Brent forms one of the four North West London 
Boroughs working collaboratively with Barnet, Camden 
and Harrow and TfL/GLA on the NW London to Luton 
(Growth) Coordination Corridor which includes BXC 
regeneration . In this collaborative process LB Brent 
have been supportive of the strategic principles of 
growth along the A5 corridor and at BXC. Brent’s 
specific transport and waste handling facility concerns 
are appropriately addressed and mitigated by the BXC 
development and S106 obligations. 
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 The lack of information on predicted traffic 
movements and access arrangements to the 
proposed Waste Handling Facility.  (A5/Humber Rd 
and A5/Dollis Hill Lane/Oxgate Gardens/MML Bridge 
Link). 

 Should Barnet resolve to grant permission the 
following will need to be addressed: 

 A mitigation package of £5million index linked within 
the S106 to traffic management and parking in the 
affected areas of Brent. 

 A Route Management and Servicing Strategy for the 
Waste Handling Facility and Rail Freight Facility. 

 The design, operation and control issues of 
A5/Humber Road and A5/Dollis Hill Lane/Oxgate 
Gardens/MML Bridge Link. 

 The junction design and, control and improvement 
works along  the A5 for which it is joint highway 
authority. 

 An A5 corridor study should be undertaken. 
 An immediate review of the Final Bus Strategy. 
 Brent become a full member of the proposed 

Transport Advisory group.  
 
A further letter dated 28 August 2009 
 

 Brent is fully committed to working in partnership with 
adjoining boroughs and is supportive of the principle of 
the regeneration proposals for Brent Cross 
Cricklewood. 

 Brent have not yet received a formal response to the 
list of matters considered necessary to overcome the 
detrimental impact upon the amenity, accessibility and 
environment of Brent’s Residents and the related 
conditions and S106 contributions as raised in letters 
29/04/09, 07/05/09 and 29/05/09.  

 Brent Recognises the need for and the benefits of 
continued cross borough development working in 
relation to A5 Edgware Road and the new Growth 
Corridor and maintains its support for the general 
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principles and the redevelopment of the regeneration 
area.  

 Following discussions with the Development Partners 
on the 21/08/2009 Brent would welcome details of the 
proposed methods for agreeing and securing the 
funding for the works in the Brent roads necessary to 
mitigate against the negative impact of the proposed 
development. 

 
Network Rail - 
SUPPORT 
 

7th Floor, 
40 Melton Street 
London, 
NW1 2EE 
020 79228622 

 Letter from NR (property)  issued 30th June 2008. Key issues: 
 
- Satisfied that the proposed railway facilities are appropriate 
for current and future requirement and welcome the 
regeneration of the area. 
- Require demonstration that the proposals have little or no 
impact on operational performance and are comfortable that 
the outputs of the new station show no systematic issues or 
adverse service impacts.  
- Intend to review the service and performance levels of the 
Cricklewood Station and the New Station to ensure the network 
operates efficiently in the public interest.  
- Satisfied that the future train service provision assumed, 
subject to the construction of the Thameslink Programme is 
acceptable.  
 
Letter from NR (Planning) dated 19 March 2009 
Supports the development but requires additional work on the 
detailed design of the area required for the Thameslink depot 
and stabling and provisions in the S106.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Further consultaion with Network Rail will be 
undertaken at the detailed stage. Network Rail will need 
to agree the relevant provisions in the S106.  
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CABE 
(SUPPORT- with 
conditions) 

Louise Newman 
1 Kemble Street 
London 
WC2B 4AN 
020 7070 6700 

Letters issued 27 February 2007 abd 28th July 2008.  
Support the masterplan at the outline planning stage and 
encourage LBB to ensure that quality underpins the 
masterplan. 
Recommend the following points are addressed: 
- Believe that this location is one of the few areas in London 
that can accommodate such a radical departure.  In a 
suburban context such as this, the extent of change should be 
informed by a clear vision. 
- It is important that the masterplan makes appropriate 
connections to the wider transport network; 
- Further clarification on how Market Square and the A406 
Bridge could be designed.  
- Barnet to ensure that the essential links (over A406, MML and 
A41) are undertaken early in the phasing. 
- Every phase is to be well connected to existing routes, 
spaces, services and facilities. Concerned that phase one will 
be dominated by housing. 
- Concerned that the primary route from south of the site 
through Clitterhouse Playing fields and through phase one to 
BXSC is a legible route. Suggest as a minimum that the route 
between Brent Cross Underground and the new railway station 
is a constituent part of phase one and clarity is given on the 
route from south to north.  
- Concerned that a space dominated by sports pitches 
(Citterhouse Playing fields) will allow linkage between the 
existing and new development.  
- Seeks clarity on the demand and maintenance of the sports 
pitches.  
- Barnet to ensure that gigantism is prevented.       
  
 

The Revised Design and Access Statement and the 
Revised Design Guidelines clarify many of these points 
and will direct and guide the detailed design of the 
development under the proposed conditions in 
Appendix 1.     

National Grid 
 

Steve Carter 
Asses Protection 
Officer 
P0 BOX 3484 
WarwicK 
CV34 6TG 

Letter received 11th December 2008 
 
- State that based on information provided the risk is high 
considering the proximity and sensitivity of the networks to the 
proposals. 
- If the enquiry is close to a National High Pressure gas 
pipeline, any works must comply with ‘Specification for Safe 
working in the vicinity of National Grid High Pressure Gas 

The response from National Grid relates to the National 
Grid (power supply) tunnel that is located between the 
Railway line and the A5 (Edgware Road). There are 
construction drawings of this tunnel available and it has 
been documented in the Utility Strategy that there will 
be approval from National Grid of any design to this 
tunnel before construction can commence. National 
Grid will require calculations to justify that there are no 
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Pipelines and associated installations- requirement for third 
parties’.  
- Note that this is only for national transmission gas and 
electricity networks and information must be obtained from 
local gas and electricity distribution networks.  

adverse loads transferred to their asset due to any 
construction.  
 
Reference to a previous investigation which identified 
that the nearest High Pressure gas network is in the 
Woodford/Epping area of London and therefore does 
not affect the site. 
 
There are other National Grid gas pipelines at both 
Intermediate and Medium pressure located under 
Claremont Road and in the south east corner of the 
Brent Cross site. The constraints associated with 
development near these pipelines and their associated 
pressure reducing stations are documented in the Utility 
Strategy.   

Metropolitan 
Police -  

Agent: CgMS -  The development will generate the need for a 2000 sq ft 
police facility. 
-  The detailed elements of the proposal should meet Secured 
by Design. 

The applicants have agreed to provide two police units 
of up to 186sq.m in total as requested by the 
Metropolitan Police.  These units are proposed in the 
Brent Cross East and Market Quarter zones.  

Mapesbury 
Residents 
Association 

Gerry Weston  
NW2 

Concerned about the impact on Cricklewood, Willesden Green, 
Kilburn and Mapesbury.  Would like the application called in.  
Particular concerns: 
- Impact on Cricklewood Broadway.  As the border of three 
boroughs there is no cohesive policy.  Proposal will take 
business away from the Broadway. Barnet should protect the 
Broadway and spend S106 money there. 
- Transport.  Development will only make traffic heavier. Will 
create problems for buses. No consideration of sustainable 
alternatives to driving. New Thameslink station will not help 
and would prefer money to be spent on light-rail. Concerned 
that Cricklewood Station will close  
 
 
 

Retail Report (BXC6) considers the retail impacts of the 
application proposals.  The report includes a specific 
chapter on the potential impacts to surrounding town 
centres which demonstrates the acceptability of the 
application proposals in terms of retail impact and trade 
draw considerations.  The application proposals will 
draw trade from across the defined catchment area and 
beyond. Impact will not fall upon a single centre and no 
centre will be harmed in terms of its overall vitality and 
viability.  
The transport impacts of the development have been 
tested through the Transport Assessment and 
accompanying Supplementary Reports.  The proposals 
provide a substantial improvement in public transport 
infrastructure, which in addition to restraining car 
parking, will encourage visitors, workers and residents 
of the development to use sustainable modes of travel. 
The light rail proposal is an uncommitted strategic 
proposal and will require links with areas outside the 
application boundary to be successful. 
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Barnet NHS – 
SUPPORT  
 

Beverley Wilding 
Head of Primary Care 
Development 
Westgate House, 
Edgware Community 
Hospital, Edgware, 
HA8 0AD 
0208 732 6234 

Letter issued 24th December 2008. Key issues: 
 
- PCT would prefer to have a PCC in the Eastern Lands and 
should be close to the main area of population, local 
community and education services.  
- PCC would require 2500-3000m2 and built in accordance 
with Dept. of Health building guidelines, but size to be 
determined in accordance with the no. of residential units. 
- PCT unsure a temporary facility will be required, however 
wish to retain option; 
- Query if no temporary facility is needed whether funding for 
other facilities may be available; 
-  Do not require a walk in centre; 
- would like further information on phasing of the PCC. 

PCT would prefer to have a PCC in the Eastern Lands 
and should be close to the main area of population, 
local community and education services. Application 
has been revised so that the Primary Care Centre is 
identified as only in the Eastern Lands. 
 
-PCC would require 2500- 3000sq.m and built in 
accordance with Dept of Health building guidelines, but 
size to be determined in accordance with the no. of 
residential units. The proposals have capacity to meet 
this requirement and will require  confirmation from the 
PCT of requirement at the appropriate time. 
 
-PCT unsure a temporary facility is required or whether 
funding for other facilities may be preferable -   This will 
be subject to S106 discussions. 
 
-Does not require a walk in centre in Cricklewood town 
centre  – The walk in centre is retained in the 
application but will only be triggered at the request of 
the PCT. If it is not therefore required it will not be built.  
- Phased detailed delivery plans approved under the 
proposed conditions will ensure that health facilities are 
available at the appropriate time.  
 

West Hampstead 
Amenity and 
Transport 

Mark Hutton Response received on 04th February 2009 
 
-Welcomes that public transport is central to the development  
-Welcome the proposals for bus only lanes at Templehof 
Bridge and the High Street and a bus only road adjacent to 
Market Square.  
-Urge the Council to seek more bus only lanes and roads to be 
developed.  
-Concern that the Rapid Transit Scheme may only be a 
temporary service. 
-Encourage the council to seek a higher usage of the 
underground station to accessing the development. 
-Notes that the new railway station is triggered at a certain 
level of development. 
-Welcomes that the proposals provide more facilities at 

Provision for buses forms part of an integrated 
transportation strategy that includes a range of 
improvements for public transport access to the site. 
This includes a new railway station improving access to 
proposed enhanced Thameslink services, improved 
interchange facilities at Brent Cross underground 
station and existing Cricklewood railway station, a new 
and enhanced bus station for Brent Cross together with 
enhancements to bus services, passenger waiting 
facilities, and bus priority. This includes the provision of 
a  bus based Rapid Transit Service.  However, within a 
constrained and busy highway environment it is not 
always possible or desirable to achieve segregated 
facilities for buses, without unacceptable detriment to 
other road users or the demolition of buildings. 



 64

Cricklewood station. 
-Welcome the restriction of car use by limiting car parking 
space and imposing parking charge but state it will be 
important to manage traffic to avoid queuing on the 
surrounding roads. 

Therefore the approach taken by the application seeks 
to achieve segregated bus priority where it is 
practicable and desirable to do so and where it is 
needed. Where it is not, the applicants have worked 
with the relevant authorities to achieve bus priority 
within the general traffic flow through traffic control 
mechanisms. The quality of the bus service is also 
enhanced by increasing the frequency of existing bus 
services and the introduction of new services, as 
discussed and agreed with TfL. The level of public 
transport usage will be monitored as the development 
proceeds to help judge whether the scheme is 
delivering its mode split targets. If the targets are not 
being achieved, subsequent phases of development will 
need to include bringing forward bus improvements 
and/or propose new additional mitigation measures 
The transportation modelling work that has been 
undertaken in support of the current planning 
application indicates that towards the end of the 
development phase, demand for use of the RTS falls 
away and this is partly due to the increased accessibility 
provided to the development by the opening of the new 
railway station serving the proposed enhancement to 
Thameslink services.      
The forecast usage of the Brent Cross underground 
station to access the development is based upon 
demand modelling and this uses the demand model 
maintained by the authorities for this purpose. The 
applicants see London underground services as an 
essential element of the accessibility of the site and 
here the proposal includes the provision of a transport 
interchange including enhanced pedestrian facilities at 
the station forecourt, step free access from pavement to 
platform, a new pedestrian route under the A41 and a 
commitment to undertake and implement the findings of 
a corridor study looking at the pedestrian route between 
the station and the site. 
It is proposed that the BXC site and its immediate 
vicinity (where CPZs do not already exist) should be a 
designated Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) and that all 
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the residents and businesses within the area given the 
opportunity to be issued with permits.  Traffic 
management measures on the A5 and surrounding 
roads will be reviewed as part of the A5 Corridor Study 

Dollis Hill 
Residents 
Association 

 Concerns expressed in relation to: 
 Increase in traffic on the A5 with resulting 

queues and rat running on local roads. 
 Concern about increase in traffic on Dollis 

Hill Lane.  
 Inadequate response to impacts identified in 

traffic modelling. 
 Exit from the Waste Handling Facility to the 

A5 not appropriate. 
 

 Insufficient detail on the Waste Handling 
Facility and potential processes and 
emissions.  Suggest alternative location. 

 Wish to see details of emissions from 
proposed WHF and CHF and firm controls to 
respond to any possible environmental 
impacts. 

 Train station should be brought forward 
earlier and crossing the A5 made easier. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A response to this is contained in the transport section 
of this appendix.  

Response to GLA Stage 1 Report - Planning 
 
The Mayor of London considered the GLA Stage 1 report on the proposals on 11 February 2009. The Mayor expressed support for the principle for the 
development although a number of outstanding issues raised within the Stage 1 Report need to be addressed. These issues fed into the Council’s request for 
further information under regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999. They are summarized as 
follows: 
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Retail and new Town Centre 
The GLA were generally satisfied with the quantum of retail proposed and the methodology in the retail report and were satisfied that sufficient capacity exists 
for the proposed quantum of comparison retail floorspace and that no strategic concerns were raised by the convenience floorspace proposals. The GLA 
were satisfied that trade diversion impacts are reasonable and acceptable, and that the growth in consumer expenditure set out within the Retail Report would 
assist in mitigating impacts on other centres, although the health of identified centres should continue to be monitored over time.  
The timing of the delivery of retail floorspace post Phase 1 should be appropriately related to infrastructure delivery. 
Comment: 
The quantum of retail remaining after Phase 1 is 39,507 m2 north of the A406 and 10,219 m2 south.  The delivery of this floorspace to the north will result in 
the creation of a pedestrianised high street to form part of an outward looking mixed use town centre.  Mixed use retail development in Phase 1 for the Brent 
Cross East Development Zone is linked to the delivery of the new Templehof Bridge, improvements to the A41/A406 junction as well as modifications to the 
A406 access road.  Infrastructure linked to further phases includes the creation of High St North, the realignment of the River Brent and M1/A406/A5.  South 
of the A406 the retail floorspace is split across five development zones and will form part of mixed use plots ensuring that retail dominated buildings will not 
be delivered.  
   
Housing 
The mix of units was generally supported, in particular the aspiration to provide 47% of the new social rented homes as 3 and 4 bedroom houses. 
The baseline position of 15% affordable was stated as being lower than normally expected and at the time of the report the conclusions of the viability review 
were awaited. This has subsequently challenged the applicant’s appraisal, setting out potential for an increase in the affordable mix.  
The GLA sought clarification as to provision of affordable housing in the PDP. 
Comment: 
The applicants have committed to an overall target of 2250 units as affordable housing across the scheme (dependent on a review mechanism) with a 
guaranteed minimum of 15% in each phase except Phase 1, where there will be a minimum of the replacement Whitefield Estate dwellings and a target of 
15% subject to viability review.  For any individual Phase after Phase 1 up to 50% of affordable housing can be provided in order to achieve the site wide 
target of 2250 units  The proportion of affordable housing to be provided for an individual phase will be subject to viability which will be assessed through a 
Review Mechanism. This Review Mechanism will be contained in the section 106 agreement. 
The GLA have commissioned an assessment of viability which has been undertaken by the Valuation Office.  The initial conclusions of this report were that 
the scheme could potentially deliver a higher proportion of affordable housing and therefore the proposed cap of 30% affordable housing on the entire 
scheme would be contrary to planning policy and in contravention of policy 3A.10 of the London Plan.  The applicant is has subsequently committed to a 
target of 2250 units and further discussions are taking place with the GLA (September 2009) with regard to the detail of the review mechanism.   
For the first Phase the applicants have committed to the replacement of the Whitefield Estate and the Rosa Freedman Centre but will operate the Review 
Mechanism prior to the implementation of the first Phase and if more that 15% of affordable housing can is viable then more than 15% will be delivered.    
 
Urban design 
The masterplan and design guidelines were strongly supported by the GLA, although a number of points were raised that required further clarification. 
Notably: 

 Block sizes – the inclusion of significant maximum block frontages was considered to require further discussion. 
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 Continued absence of limits of deviation for the locations of the open spaces was perceived as an issue 
 Boundary treatment was insufficiently addressed in the application. In particular the rear of existing properties backing onto open space 
 Further worked examples of typical flat layouts were requested. 

Comment: 
Block sizes – following discussion the application has been amended to reduce the proposed block sizes in particular area where the GLA had expressed 
concern and there are no overriding specific reasons for the block lengths. 
Limits of deviation for the open space -  in many cases the locations of open spaces are adjacent to roads where the roads themselves are subject to limits of 
deviation in accordance with the parameter plan approach.  In March 2009 the RDSF was updated to define the zone within which each open space will be 
located.  The location of primary and secondary routes as well as open spaces within each Development Zone will have to be exactly defined prior to the 
consideration of the first Reserved Matter application within that Development Zone. 
Boundary treatment – the applicant is aware of the need to provide an appropriate barrier between open space and residential properties whilst permitting 
clear visual surveillance.  A series of illustrative sections were added to the Revised Design Guidelines in March 2009 with parameters and principles for this 
aspect added. 
Flat layouts – the applicants have included further illustrative residential layouts (March 2009).  This includes units at 2nd and 3rd floors of the example 
courtyard block as well as for a study of the terraced blocks adjacent to Brent Terrace.   
     
Inclusive access 
The GLA identified a number of requirements in order to achieve an inclusive development. These are as follows: 

 An Access Strategy to be submitted and approved by the Council; 
 An Access Statement to be submitted for each reserved matters applications; 
 The creation of a ‘Brent Cross Cricklewood Consultative Access Forum’ to ensure the application guarantees implementation of the Mayor’s policy to 

meet the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion 
 An access audit of Brent Cross to be undertaken in conjunction with the consultative access forum; 
 An assessment of accessible public and private transport provision; 
 Specific reference to the needs of older and disabled people to be made within travel plans and parking management plans. 
 A feasibility study into the development of a Clitterhouse playing fields mobility scheme; 
 An accessible wayfinding information and interpretation strategy for visitors to the area and users of the sporting and other facilities. 

 
Comment: 
These aspects of the application have been secured through planning condition and obligation.  A Consultative Access Forum will be established and full 
details of inclusive design and access arrangements will be required at the Reserved Matters stage.   
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Social Infrastructure 
The GLA welcomed the proposed social infrastructure provision subject to the Council’s satisfaction that the package is adequate and that timing of delivery is 
appropriately related to local need arising from the development. The robustness of the Development Partner’s approach to development triggers was key to 
the timely delivery of these facilities and the Council should be satisfied that the overall provision is adequate. 
Comment: 
The provision of items of social infrastructure will be secured by the requirement on the applicant to submit detailed delivery plans for each Phase which will 
include the necessary social infrastructure. 
 
Energy and Climate change mitigation 
The GLA noted that the applicants have only provided information that enables the basic principles behind the energy proposals to be understood and 
proposals were acceptable in technical terms, provided commitments to site wide district heating and the minimum possible number of energy centres was 
agreed. In addition the following further information and revisions were requested: 

 Sustainable design and construction commitments need to be tied into the energy strategy. There should be a commitment to exceed building 
regulations at each reserved matters application stage.  

 For Phase 1, a strategy is needed as to how each proposed development will link to any power, heating and cooling infrastructure.  
 CHP and CCHP need to be dealt with more fundamentally in terms of the delivery strategy. 
 A Back up renewable energy strategy is required should the preferred method not be brought forward that complements the use of CHP/CCHP. 

The establishment of an energy panel was suggested based upon the approach taken for Barking Riverside. This was cited as assisting in the delivery or 
selection of an energy provider and in the formulation of an energy implementation plan. 
Comment: 
Exceeding building regulations - Changing requirements under the Building Regulations are likely to mean that most of the buildings in the application will be 
designed to meet requirements that are more stringent in terms of carbon commitments than the current requirement.  A number of conditions are proposed 
to secure the energy strategy and commitments. 
Phased links to CHP/CCHP – The proposed CHP will be sited at the M1/A406 junction alongside Tilling Road West which is to undergo realignment as part of 
Phase 1.  This provides the opportunity to install district heating along the route which connects directly into Phase 1 of the development around the Market 
Square.  Where individual buildings are delivered in locations that cannot be connected to the district heating network the applicants will (where feasible) 
install the relevant district heating infrastructure so buildings can be connected at a later date in the delivery strategy.   This may not be appropriate in the 
southern part of the site at the Claremont Lane Development Zone.   
Delivery Strategy for the CHP/CCHP – The applicants preferred option is to deliver a scheme wide CHP/CCHP fuelled by RDF.  This cannot be an absolute 
commitment as it is dependant on feasibility studies and the agreement of other parties such as NLWA. Where individual buildings are delivered ahead of the 
scheme wide CHP, micro CHP or other facilities may be employed.  It is likely that only residential buildings may be cost effective to connect to the CHP.  The 
connection of commercial buildings will be investigated at the next stage.  Key measures in office buildings will be heat recovery from users.  The delivery of 
the CHP will be secured through planning conditions and obligations. 
Back up energy strategy – The Revised Energy Strategy (BXC09) explains that alternative sources of renewable energy will be considered to assist achieve 
the reduction in carbon dioxide emission targets should the Energy from Waste CHP prove unfeasible.  Given the rapidly changing nature of this technology 
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the applicants have committed to preparing a Revised Energy Strategy which will demonstrate how the proposed reductions in carbon emissions will be 
achieved. The proposed planning conditions and planning obligations address this issue.           
 
Climate Change adaptation 
The GLA made several recommendations relating to climate change adaption including:  

 A minimum 10% green roofs across the scheme should be secured by condition;  
 Commitment to reducing rather than exacerbating flood risk on the North Circular; 
 Working with TfL and Thames Water to address sewer capacity in the vicinity of the North Circular/A41 junction. 

Comment: 
10% Green and brown roofs will be secured through planning condition and obligations. 
Flood Risk on the North Circular – the BXC Flood Risk Assessment has demonstrated that the design of the new river channel will allow flood water to be 
contained within the banks of the new River Brent.  This has been demonstrated to the EA’s satisfaction.   
Sewer capacity – a planning condition is proposed to require details of the drainage infrastructure to be submitted before development is commenced in the 
appropriate part of the site.  
 
Waste 
The GLA supports the potential for diverting waste from landfill and suggest further discussions with NLWA and the applicant to ensure that these proposals 
can be met. 
Comment: 
Further discussions have taken place with the NLWA and they have now reached broad agreement with the applicant. 
 
Noise 
In order to mitigate noise effects on residential properties the GLA proposed the establishment of a set of design principles including a hierarchy of noise 
mitigation methods for new housing. 
The GLA also requested additional studies to confirm noise reductions on the A406 be secured by condition.  
Comment: 
Noise design measures will be enforced through planning condition.  The resurfacing of the A406 will be required through planning obligation.   
 
 
  
 
Biodiversity 
The GLA requested that appropriate provisions for future management of biodiversity in open spaces should be secured in the section 106 agreement. 
Comment:  
A condition to require a Landscape and Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan is proposed.   
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Air Quality 
The GLA recognised that the applicant’s assessment of air quality is appropriate. The GLA urged the Council to  reduce the impacts on nearby receptors 
through planning conditions. 
Comment: 
Appropriate conditions are proposed.  
 
Phasing/triggers 
Whilst the GLA supported the establishment of parameters and limits of deviation they remained critical of the applicant’s failure to commit to a pre-set 
programme of implementation. The justification for the absence of a sequential phasing plan was not fully understood. 
The use of triggers was accepted as an innovative approach to securing certainty of key physical and social pieces of infrastructure relating to quantum of 
development. However, the lack of clarity in justifying each trigger was seen as problematic and required further explanation. 
The GLA strongly supported the use of a Macro Delivery Programme put forward by the Council to address these matters, although noted that the applicants 
were reluctant to agree to this. 
Comment: 
The Council will require detailed Delivery Programmes to be submitted by the applicant and approved by the Council prior to commencement of development 
for any particular phase.  Before any Reserved Matter applications are submitted in any phase the applicant will have to provide details and obtain relevant 
necessary consents (including bonded highways agreements) for key critical infrastructure such as the primary and secondary highways, including associated 
main pedestrian and cycle routes and related highway drainage.  In addition, the suggested triggers are also retained as ‘long stop’ dates for the provision of 
pieces of infrastructure.    
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Response to Retail Issues Raised by Quintain 
 
Quintain have submitted a number of letters objecting to aspects of the BXC Planning Application.  This response set out below deals with the retail aspects 
of the objection. 
 
UDP Requirements 
Quintain believe that the retail content of the BXC planning application is based on a misunderstanding of UDP policy C6.  They suggest that there is no 
policy support for retail development until a new town centre has been created and that it is inappropriate to apply the “relaxed policy regime” of PPS6 as if 
BXC was already a town centre. 
Comment:   Policy C6 of the UDP is clear that:- 

“The Council will support additional retail development at Brent Cross as part of a new town centre extending north and 
south of the North Circular Road……” 

In effect this means that it is in part through the provision of new retail development at Brent Cross that a new town centre will be created.    

Quintain suggest that the BXC application promotes a disproportionate amount of retail floorspace in relation to other land uses, particularly in the PDP.  They 
also note that apart from the large new Tesco, only approximately 3000m2 of new retail floorspace is proposed south of the A406 in the PDP.  Further 
comment is made on the fact that the new JLP store is one of the first retail elements to be delivered and this fails to deliver the High Street or the diversion to 
the River Brent which are considered to be significant components of the new town centre.  
Comment: It is considered that the proposed Phase 1 or PDP represents a significant start to the establishment of a new town centre as required by the 
UDP.  This issue is dealt with in section 9.3 of the committee report.   
 
Is the UDP approach still relevant?  
Quintain suggest that circumstances have changed since the UDP was adopted in 2006 and that the current economic situation leads to a need to reconsider 
UDP policy.   
Comment: Long term projects such as the BXC proposal can be seen as being developed independent of economic cycles.  Expenditure growth rates should 
be treated with caution and it should be noted that actual expenditure growth has exceeded the predictions contained in the NWLRS placing retailers and 
town centres in a stronger current position than anticipated.  It should also be noted that the comparison floorspace requirement of 55,000m2 set out in the 
UDP is based only on expenditure growth to 2011, whereas the full amount of floorspace within the BXC application is not expected to be provided before 
2020.  It is considered that the growth rates on which the BXC retail analysis is based are conservative. 
 
Achieving the Development Framework’s Vision 
Quintain suggest that there is a lack of commitment beyond the PDP, no delivery strategy was prepared, that there is a lack of clarity in relation to 
Cricklewood Town Centre and the Development Framework should be reviewed. 
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Comment: The application being considered by the committee is for an outline masterplan and the future delivery of the whole scheme will be ensured 
through the planning conditions and obligations contained in Appendix 1  and 5 of the committee report.  No delivery strategy was prepared but any planning 
permission granted will include the requirement for detailed delivery programmes to be prepared by the applicant at each phase to make sure that items of 
social and physical infrastructure are provided at appropriate times and that the proposal is delivered in accordance with planning policy in a comprehensive 
manner.  A number of projects are proposed to support Cricklewood Town Centre including improvements to access to Cricklewood Station and a proposed 
mixed use building adjacent to B & Q.   
 
Scale, Need Test and the 55,000m2 requirement.  
Quintain suggest that the application contains 72,419 m2 retail floorspace (not 55,000m2) and that the 55,000m2 identified by the NWLRS relates to the 
whole study area and not just to Brent Cross Cricklewood.  As BXC is not a town centre at the moment, PPS6 tests should apply and it is wrong to only test 
the excess over 55,000m2. 
Comment:   Policy C6 of the UDP specifically advises that the Council will support additional retail development at Brent Cross as part of a new town centre 
subject to conditions which include: 

"i. The scale of new comparison retail floorspace falling within the identified requirement of 55,000sqm; and…… 
viii. Any proposal for retail floorspace in addition to that stipulated in Condition i above will need to be assessed against the 

tests contained in PPS6, other policies in this UDP…….. etc” 
. In other words: 

 The 55,000sqm is expressed as a requirement of the statutory development plan; and 
 The same development plan specifically advises that additional retail floorspace may be acceptable if that addition is tested against PPS6 and other 

policies. 
The 55,000m2 was not identified as the totality of need in the NWLRS but was tested as an input into the study suggested by the BXC Development 

Framework.  It was not the sum of available capacity which was substantially greater.  Paragraph 6.30-6.39 of the NWLRS identifies a need in the 
wider study area of 172,000m2 of net comparison floorspace in the period 2003-2011, after allowing for all existing retail floorspace to grow at 1.5% 
per annum.  The figure was confirmed as acceptable for Brent Cross on the following basis: 

 1. growth was only projected to 2011, despite the much longer timeframe for the BXC development; 
2. no account was taken of very high levels of over trading already experienced at Brent Cross, which would themselves have justified substantial 

additional floorspace; 
3. no account was taken of the need generated by the expectation that Brent Cross would continue to draw trade from beyond the immediate catchment 

area; and 
4. the NWLRS found that commitments and physical capacity in other centres would not be sufficient to meet the full scale of identified need, even 

allowing for 55,000sqm at Brent Cross. 
 In practice, the NWLRS projected a turnover for 55,000sqm of comparison goods floorspace at Brent Cross of approximately £270m at 2011 compared with a 

total identified surplus of expenditure of more than £1.7bn.  The study did identify, however, that Brent Cross was an appropriate and sustainable location at 
which to focus additional comparison floorspace because: 
1. it fulfilled an important role in North West London where there was currently a significant gap in the balance of large centres (para 4.26); 
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2. given the scale of need in the area, the lack of growth at Brent Cross would have unsustainable consequences for longer journeys to more distant 
locations. 

 Therefore the figure of 55,000sqm is contained within a specific policy of the up to date Development Plan.   
One consequence of this approach is that PPS6 tests specifically do not apply to the 55,000sqm component of the application proposals.  PPS6 is clear (for 
instance, at paragraphs 3.13 and 3.20) that the requirements to undertake impact or sequential assessments only apply to edge or out of centre 
developments which do not accord with an up to date Development Plan. In this case, the purpose of the policy is to develop a new metropolitan town centre 
focussed on Brent Cross – its location is specifically identified.  The intention is to meet identified retail needs, to achieve significant environmental benefits 
and secure major regeneration.  The title of the policy helps to explain its purpose, ie “Brent Cross New Town Centre”. 

 The tests of PPS6 have already been applied in the formulation of the policy.  As para 13.53 of the UDP Inspector’s Report explained:- 
“That assessment (NWLRS) has now been carried out.  Commissioned by the Council, the GLA and by the principal 
landowners, it confirms that the scale of the development envisaged by the UDP (and based on the scale needed to 
sponsor regeneration of the wider area) is justified by the tests of PPG6 and PPS6.  The conclusion that this area can 
accommodate 55,000sqm gross of additional comparison floorspace has not been challenged and I have no reason to 
dispute it.” 

 The terms of Policy C6, including condition viii which permits further retail development where it meets the test of PPS6, have been adopted in accordance 
with the Inspector’s recommendations and applied to the retail content of the BXC application. 

 
 Retail Need 
 Quintain raise the following issues: 

 1. It is wrong to offset 6,545sqm of existing John Lewis floorspace; 
Comment: The decommissioning of this floorspace is relevant and will be secured through condition.  
2. The floorspace of Toys ‘R’ Us, Lidl etc are offset but these are not like for like comparisons with the new floorspace; 
Comment: The BXC Retail Report  has regard to the specific turnover potential of individual retailers offset against any new floorspace.   The net turnover of 

the application proposals is assessed taking into account Toys R Us reported company average sales density of £1,597m2 (to be demolished) 
against an average sales density of £5,552 m2 for unit shops.    

3. Internet shopping has grown faster than envisaged in the NWLRS; 
Comment:  NWLRS deducted 10% for mail order and other special forms of trading. Monitoring in the period to date show that special forms of trading were 

more typically in the range of 6-9%.  The figure of 55,000m2 is considered to be conservative and any marginal increases in forms of special trading 
would not change the overall position. The implications of internet shopping are still not fully agreed and understood and judgement has to be applied 
to any assessment of their likely effects.         

4. Growth rates have been exaggerated; 
Comment: On the basis that the NWLRS took a conservative approach and that the application of growth rates is to a certain extent a matter of professional 

judgement, it is realistic to assume that  the growth in available expenditure exceeds the level of impact on existing town centres. 
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5. The study area is inappropriate to justify floorspace south of the North Circular and the convenience catchment has been overstated. 
Comment: The use of a 10 minute catchment area for convenience retail assessment is common and at the lower end of what is normally assumed.   
 
Scale 
Quintain make a number of points under this heading including:-  
 That the 55,000sqm floorspace figure should be regarded as some form of limit on the appropriate scale of development at BXC; 
Comment: As outlined above the 55,000m2 should not be treated as a ceiling and further justified retail space could be permitted.  NWLRS confirms that 
there is a substantially greater floorspace need in the study area and that BXC is a sustainable and appropriate location for large scale development.  
 The scale of development necessary to meet day to day local needs is small and the Tesco Extra store proposed seems inappropriate and unnecessary 

in terms of the creation of a Metropolitan Centre and is not of an appropriate scale; 
Comment:   
The proposed new Tesco Extra Store replaces an existing Tesco Extra store in an area which until relatively recently included a large Safeway store. It seems 
to be in accordance with national and local planning policy to relocate an existing Tesco store from an out of centre location and integrate it into a new high 
street.   
 
Sequential Approach        
Quintain suggest that the sequential approach must be applied to the whole of the proposed floorspace and, in particular, that the “very large” Tesco Extra 
proposal should be subject of a full disaggregation exercise to see how parts of the floorspace might be accommodated in or on the edge of nearby district 
centres.   
Comment: UDP and the London Plan propose that BXC should become a town centre through – among other things – the provision of more 
retail floorspace.  Therefore it would be inappropriate to suggest that the floorspace proposed could or should be located elsewhere.  The 
suggestion that the Tesco store should be disaggregated is unrealistic and in contradiction of PPS6 which provides:  

“3.18 A single retailer or leisure operator should not be expected to split their proposed development into separate sites 
where flexibility in terms of scale, format, car parking provision and the scope for disaggregation have been 
demonstrated.  It is not the intention of this policy to seek the arbitrary sub division of proposals.” 

 In addition, UDP Policy TCR2 states that BXC is a preferred location for retail development: 

 “Potential sites for retail development in Major, District and Local Town Centres, and the Brent Cross and Cricklewood 
new town centre, are identified in table 11.3.  The Council will give priority to development of these sites, as being 
appropriate to the scale and function of the centre." 
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Impact 
Quintain state that the impact assessment supporting the BXC application is ‘thin’ and a full assessment should be undertaken as the development does not 
accord with the Development Plan.  Particular concern is expressed in relation to the impact on Wembley.  
Comment:  PPS6 confirms that an impact assessment need not be undertaken for proposals that are in accordance with the Development Plan, which this 
proposal is considered to be.  In addition, Section 8 of BXC 06 includes health checks on centres within the 10 minute study area.  The GLA recently 
published an updated Comparison Retail Needs Assessment which will contribute directly to the replacement London Plan’s evidence base.  The impact on 
Wembley is estimated to be only 0.5% and cumulatively taking account of other major development schemes the impact on Wembley increases marginally to 
1.6%.  
 
Conclusion   
The wide ranging objection by Quintain into the retail aspects of the BXC application has been carefully considered.  It is considered that the retail proposals 
contained in the BXC planning application are appropriate and are supported by London Plan and UDP policy.  The impact on surrounding centres has been 
assessed and is not considered to be significant.  The proposed first Phase is considered to represent a substantial start in the process of establishing a new 
town centre north and south of the A406 and the retail element proposed is considered a vital component of the new town centre to be created.    
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Transport Objections 
Quintain Estates - OBJECT 
 
 There are a number of concerns with the modelling approach adopted for the BXC planning application.  The most significant of these is that the modelling approach leads 

to substantial reassignment of car based travel to public transport for the ‘Do Something’ modelling case. 
 
Comments: 
The modelling approach is set out in great detail in the TA and the two Supplementary Reports and has been subject to review and challenge by the authorities. The models 
are detailed versions of those developed by TfL and the Highways Agency, and in addition to this existing models have been closely scrutinised by independent specialist 
consultants commissioned by the Council. The modelling is therefore considered robust. The scheme is predicted to deliver a mode split for the site in line with the average 
mode share observed across the wider study area.  This is explained in the FTP and the robustness of the modal split forecasts is also covered in TASR2 Appendix 2/6 
TN42(H)    Section 3.6.3.  
  
 
 In addition, the public transport loadings for the new BXC Station seem highly improbable for a station in outer London.  
 
Comments: 
 
This information came from TfL’s model, furthermore a sensitivity test was reported which shows that up to 100% of the demand for the Railway Station arrivals can come 
from the North in the am peak period without any significant impact on train capacity.  As set out in the transport section of the main report there is a growing trend towards 
reverse commuting (see Chapter 7 of Vol 1 of the TA). There is a comprehensive framework of control on the roll out of the scheme to ensure that the target mode split is 
delivered. 

 
 

 The entire Transport Strategy is dependent on achieving a massive switch from car to public transport as well as walking and cycling. However it is not readily apparent 
that the public transport provision for BXC will be perceived as a suitable and real alternative to the car. 

 
Comments: 
The TA predicts that a significant proportion of the new trips will be by non-car modes and that all parts of the development will eventually be well served by public transport 
with a PTAL level that indicates a very good level of accessibility, similar to that in central London. These are also matters that will be subject to ongoing monitoring and 
review under the Framework Travel Plan, Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule and the proposed planning conditions and obligations. 
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 The proposals currently fail to offer significant encouragements for walking and cycling to and from the development to achieve the predicted modal shift from the private 
car for local trips. 

 
Comments: 
There is a comprehensive range of proposals to improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists within the scheme area, as set out in Chapter 8 of Volume 1 of the TA and the 
Walking and Cycling (non-Technical) Strategies provided in the TASR2 which are appropriately included in the proposed framework of control in the planning conditions and 
obligations. The proposals also provide a number of connections, via new bridges, to networks beyond the site boundaries and there is a requirement of an A5 Corridor Study 
and an Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study to ensure the networks are integrated. Modal split is also a matter which will be addressed under the proposed arrangements 
under the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule. 

 
 

 The BXC TA acknowledges that the BXC development does not include the provision of highway network improvements capable of accommodating all the predicted 
traffic.  This raises fundamental questions as to whether the proposed nature and quantum of the BXC development is appropriate for the Brent Cross location.   

 
Comments: 
Accommodating all the anticipated traffic in an unconstrained way would be a predict and provide approach which does not conform to current sustainable transport policy.  
The Integrated Transport Strategy (ITS), set out in Chapter 5 of Volume 1 of the TA, describes how the proposals have been designed to encourage alternative modes of 
transport and correspondingly, not to provide excessive highway capacity which might encourage private car use.  To this end, the strategic junctions are proposed to be 
improved to fully mitigate only the traffic from the development.  The TA demonstrates that the improved junctions will work with the assumptions made within the TA and 
resultant predicted flows. 
 
 
 The concerns about the adequacy of the modelling of potential highway impacts from the BXC development are further exacerbated by limitations placed on extent of the 

catchment area within which junctions have been assessed.  This area excludes strategic junctions accessing the Wembley regeneration area.  In addition, events being 
held at Wembley Stadium will inevitably coincide with the peak traffic times and peak public transport usage for the BXC developments. 

 
Comments: 
The highway model covers the whole of North West London, including Wembley.  The Area of Influence and the reasoning for it is in Section 6 of Vol 1 of the TA.  This was 
agreed with the Authorities, and it was understood that Wembley fell outside the Area of Influence. The TA assesses an average situation at peak times and would not be 
expected to account for special events at Wembley. 
 

 
 The TA places considerable weight on the various improvements that are proposed to the public transport network. However, it is not clear as to the extent that these 

proposals have been fully agreed with the relevant transport providers.   
 
Comments: 
TfL and the Council have agreed the location of the new bus station and the proposals for the enhanced bus network, which are also being discussed on an ongoing basis with 
the other relevant transport authorities. The Council supports the RTS and all other public transport proposals, Network Rail supports the train station and other rail related 
proposals and TfL generally supports the train, tube and related proposals.   
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 Concerns about the robustness of the modelling also cast doubt on whether the trigger points for infrastructure improvements (such as improvements to major junctions) 
are fit for purpose and either need to be brought forward or otherwise modified.  

 
Comments: 
 
The Triggers were originally defined in the DSF and reproduced in the TA volume 1. These were subsequently refined through the process of sensitivity testing, as described in 
the TASR, and each are conditioned appropriately. Through the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule control process, if the development is not meeting its target mode 
share then one option is for mitigation measures to be brought forward in advance of the trigger point being reached.   
 
 
Bestway – OBJECT 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in a letter dated 23rd April 2009 and reiterated in a further letter dated 5th June 2009 include: 
 
 Concern remains regarding the traffic modelling including traffic distributions, model parameters used and the inclusion of pedestrian facilities that would impact on the 

capacity of the junctions.   
 

Comments: 
The junction models and all inputs have been audited and are considered to be fit for purpose by the relevant highway authorities, including Barnet officers.  Specific to this 
objection, the geometry of the A5/Diverted Geron Way (Waste Handling Facility) Junction has been checked to ensure that HGVs can safely turn into Geron Way from both 
directions of the A5, without impeding ahead traffic.  These junction designs will be subjected to further detailed technical design at the stage when the section 278 agreement 
is being prepared and Barnet officers are confident that the issues raised by Bestway’s consultants will be fully addressed, within the ambit of the planning permission, at that 
stage. 
 
 
 The proposed A5/Humber Road junction layout will introduce significant potential for rat running.  It is currently not possible to turn right into Humber Road. 
 
Comments: 

In reality Barnet transport officers and consultants consider that this is unlikely as it would represent a significant diversion to the proposed interchange to the north.  However, 
in the event that rat running does occur along Humber Road, appropriate mitigation in the form of traffic management measures / regulation orders would further reduce the 
likelihood of this and this is one of the issues to be addressed in more detail in the A5 Corridor Study as outlined in the Matrix/Transport Reports Schedule to the section 106 
Heads of Terms.   
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 The AM Peak traffic flows contained in the LINSIG models of the proposed A5/Humber Road traffic signal junction do not reassign any right turning vehicles to Humber 
Road, even though the movement would now be permitted. This would suggest an error in the traffic distribution. 

 
Comments: 
The A5 (north) to Humber Road right turning traffic flow in the AM peak is 285 pcus, with 1217 pcus continuing south, and 38 pcus turning left into Geron Way.  The above 
traffic flows are contained in Appendix 2/14 of TASR2 and, in the light of careful examination of the relevant TA documents, Barnet transport officers and transport consultants 
do not agree that there is an error. 
 
 
 If pedestrian crossings were to be included at the junction, they would be likely to have a significant impact on the capacity of the junction and are likely to result in 

considerable layout changes being required that will affect the operation of the junction to the detriment of traffic capacity. 
 
Comments: 

A pedestrian crossing of the A5/Humber Road junction will be introduced at the detailed design stage, as part of the section 278 approval process, but Barnet transport officers 
and consultants consider that the junction works well within capacity and no problems are envisaged. There is also space available for the necessary islands. Moreover, further 
work has been completed since reporting the TA; with an engineering design of the junction satisfying all requirements being prepared. Previous modelling work on this 
junction has been audited with the conclusion that the analysis remains robust and that the improved A5/Humber Road junction will operate during all peak hours assessed 
with acceptable reserve capacity. 
 
 
 The modelling of the right turn give way parameters from the A5 south to the revised Geron Way is extremely optimistic. If any vehicle, particularly the expected HGVs, 

has to give way it is likely that it will obstruct the ahead lane. As the predicted traffic flows indicate a significant proportion of HGVs, the blocking of the ahead lane is likely 
to frequently happen causing the capacity of the junction to be significantly less than predicted. 

 
Comments: 
On this approach both the ‘storage in front of the stop line’ and ‘non-blocking storage’ were set to 1.0pcu.  LINSIG would therefore have modelled ahead flows as ‘blocked’ as 
soon as the 1pcu of ‘non-blocking storage’ was full.  The modelling of right turn blocking is therefore considered appropriate.  
 
 
 Incorrect right turn parameters have been included in the Linsig model. The overall effect of these parameters being set up incorrectly is that the capacity of the junction is 

shown as acceptable when in reality a junction of this type in this location is unlikely to have sufficient capacity in the peak periods. These models should be amended to 
show the correct parameters and demonstrate the inappropriate use of modelling in this case. 

 
Comments: 
No specific concerns were cited in the objection.  It’s likely that Bestway was referring to the right turn storage in front of the stop line on Humber Road, which might be 
considered a little high, but Barnet transport officers and consultants consider that it is unlikely to have an unacceptable effect. 
 



 80

Scott Wilson have tested all of the above parameters in the LINSIG (file ref:D119038-J05-DS-LIN-02) by splitting the AM flows from Humber Road (50% turning left, 50% 
turning right) and reducing all the Humber Road and Geron Way right turn parameters down to 1 pcu.  The Degree of Saturation DoS still remained below 90% over all peak 
hours, demonstrating that the junction will operate within acceptable tolerences. 
 
 
 The lack of certainty in regards to the WHF is of concern to Bestway, the TA states that the maximum daily delivery throughput will be 2,250 tonnes per day by road. Our 

analysis calculates that this could mean between 225-450 HGV movements in and out of the site between 07.00 and 18.00 depending on the load tonnage. Obviously, at 
peak periods this will be substantially increased. This excludes any outputs by road and any other vehicle movements, including staff.  

 
Comments: 
Barnet transport officers and consultants are confident that the trip generation and distribution used in the TA can be safely accommodated on this part of the road network. 
The relevant BXC trip generation and distribution details for the WHF are described in the TA as follows: 
 
 Trip Generation – Chapter 4 and Appendix III (H) 
 Trip Distribution – Chapter 4 and Appendix III (J) 
 Trip Generation and Distribution Modelling Sensitivity Test – Appendix VII (S) 
 
 
 
 Concerning the CHP, if 220,000 tonnes are to be removed by train, this indicates circa 4,000-5,000 tonnes per week. The destination for these trains is not clear.  The 

ability of 800 tpd trains loaded with recyclables being accommodated within London is questionable. 
 
Comments: 

In the proposals, it is generally assumed that all recyclables will be taken outside of London, either to another part of the UK or a port, in containers by road or rail.  However, in 
order to undertake a robust road traffic assessment, it has been assumed that all recyclables will be transported via the road network as a worst case scenario for the purposes 
of ensuring that the TA is robust.  The ash from the CHP is also,  as a “worst case scenario” in the TA, assumed to be transferred by road to landfill sites outside of London for 
this reason. There are other provisions in the planning  conditions and obligations which will encourage the use of transfer by mode and the worst case assumption will not 
undermine those requirements. 
 
 
 Bestway does not believe there are sufficient outlets with rail access for the range of materials to be moved from the proposed WHF site, especially if they are to be dealt 

with in London. 
 

Comments: 
See above. 
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 The proposed A5/Humber Road junction layout is inappropriate for the location and the proposed WHF use, which will introduce significant potential for rat running 

furthermore details concerning WHF traffic are limited. 
 
Comments: 
The Barnet transport officers and consultants consider that the Developers have demonstrated that the junctions will work in accordance with the assumptions made in the TA.  
The new junction layouts in the scheme provide for better managed junctions than currently exist, and these assessments have been audited and are considered to be fit for 
purpose by the relevant highway authorities.  Furthermore, there is no indication that rat running will become a problem as a result of the improved junction arrangement.  In 
the unlikely event that rat running does occur, appropriate mitigation in the form of traffic control measures would further reduce the likelihood of this and this is an issue that 
will be addressed in the context of the A5 Corridor Study under the relevant planning conditions and obligations.  
 
 
 The application and TA does not consider comprehensive traffic movements to and from the CHP plant.   
 

Comments: 
The TA (section 3) includes appropriate references to the proposed facility, and to the RDSF. and the modelling work takes account of the total quantum of proposed land uses 
and hence the strategic trip generation from the CHP is included. On the basis of a supply of fuel derived from the WHF using locally derived material or from further afield via a 
rail link, no detailed assessment has been made of the impact as yet of traffic arising from the CHP. A significant proportion of the imported material will be via conveyor belt 
with no traffic impact whatsoever and the export of material is limited to that of residual ash which It is estimated will amount to approximately one HGV visit per day, timed to 
avoid site and network peak travel periods. Therefore any traffic impact that might arise has been regarded as insignificant in terms of the HGV trips on the performance of the 
highway network and its junctions. The detailed design and assessment of each of these arrangements will be dealt with as part of subsequent RMAs. 
 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 10 June 2009 include: 
 
 The red line does not include all the transport works that are located in the London Borough of Brent (LB Brent); but are referred to in the TA, Environmental Statement 

and associated documents.  A separate planning application has not been submitted to LB Brent for these works and therefore the submitted application is deficient in this 
regard. 

 
Comments: 
The application recognises that some highway works extend beyond the red line, but that all works are within existing highway land and thus can be covered under the relevant 
highway agreements.  To this end planning permission from Brent is not required and this is not considered to be an issue.   
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Lidl – OBJECT 
 
 The rail elements of the TA (TA) submitted with the Application focus entirely on the passenger elements of rail access to the Development. 

 
Comments: 
This is not correct.  Section 9.3 of the TA describes under the sub-heading "rail operational modelling” how the remodelling of the rail infrastructure in the site vicinity was 
undertaken in consultation with Network Rail, train and freight operating companies and representatives from the passenger and freight industry associations and considered 
"functionality and technical requirements defined in the specifications developed for each of the three main functions, New Station, rolling stock and freight".  Furthermore, the 
Non-Technical Rail Strategy provides further information on the proposals in respect of the RFF.  
 
Furthermore the Construction Impact Assessment (BXC 21) contains significant discussion in relation to the potential of a Construction Consolidation Centre to mitigate the 
construction transport impacts of the development and section 8 of that document contains information about the preliminary feasibility studies that have been undertaken on 
this possibility.  The proposed conditions and the draft section 106 Heads of Terms require the feasibility of a construction consolidation centre (which will be rail-related if 
reasonably practicable and feasible) to be examined in a CCC Feasibility Report to be prepared and submitted before the development can commence.  If this report 
establishes that it is feasible to provide such a consolidation centre then the planning obligations will require it to be provided. 

 
 

 In addition to the existing rail freight facility (ERFF), there is another rail freight facility (RFF) in the Wembley area in the vicinity of the Property. We understand that this 
facility was previously used by Evian but is not in use at present and so could provide capacity for rail freight in future.   
 

Comments: 
The Wembley facility is on the West Coast Mainline and the BXC facility is on the Midland Mainline. The facilities are complementary and given the predicted growth in rail 
freight it is sensible (and in accordance with development plan policies and other relevant planning policy guidance) that both should be retained.   The Development 
Framework also requires the development to ensure that rail freight facilities are not lost and that they are as far as reasonably practical improved and enhanced to promote 
more sustainable freight transport.  These provisions are incorporated into the proposed planning conditions and section 106 Heads of Terms. 
 
 
 Analysis of existing rail freight capacity in the area of the application site, including the wider North West London area, has not been undertaken as part of the TA. Without 

a detailed assessment of the existing rail freight capacity at the Site and the surrounding area, it is impossible to assess the scale of rail freight interchange needed within 
the Development or indeed, in the wider North West London area. 
 

Comments: 
The Developers have made reasonable efforts to establish whether there exists in practical terms a demand for such a facility at BXC as envisaged in the Development 
Framework. It is not for the TA to establish the need for a development proposal although Barnet officers consider that the London Plan and UDP policies in this respect need 
to be fulfilled and it is considered that the application achieves that requirement. At this stage, permission is sought for outline planning consent and a further detailed Phase 
Transport Report and Reserved Matters Transport Report will need to be undertaken of the transportation impacts to ensure consistency with the TA. 
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 The TA does not assess the projected utilisation of the RFI. However the TA states that the Applicant assumes that the RFI will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week in a 
three shift pattern, providing for round the clock working. The traffic demand associated with the site is set at 200HGV movements (both in and out) and 192 private 
vehicle movements (both in and out) over the 24 hour day. 
 

Comments: 
The TA has undertaken a 'worst case' assessment of the likely impact of a Rail Freight Facility. It is also appropriate that such a facility should be located with direct access to 
the strategic road network serving this part of London.   
 
 
 The Application states that the proposed RFI would be accessed by a new/improved junction on the A5 Edgware Road in the vicinity of the current access for the 

temporary bus depot, immediately to the south of the Acton curve rail bridge.  Savills are concerned that the assessment periods chosen by the Applicant coincide with 
the period of least traffic impact. 

 
Comments: 
The assessment periods are those agreed with the Council and TfL as being the network peak periods. 
 

 
 The TA provides inadequate information to the local planning authority about the use and utilisation of the proposed RFI and the traffic generated by the RFI and the 

impact on the local and wider highway network. In particular, the RFI's impact on the A5 is unclear. 
 
Comments: 
It is considered that the TA provides the appropriate level of information to support an outline proposal for a Rail Freight Facility as part of the BXC development. The 
assessment addresses a worst case in terms of the impacts arising during the critical peak period of network performance. The TA provides precise information on the 
predicted level of impact upon the operation of the A5 and this shows a reduction in the level of traffic at the junction compared with the situation if the proposal did not 
proceed. 
 
 
 There are unexplained discrepancies in the traffic flows used in the A5 junction assessment in the TA, particularly those that relate to the main A5. Volume 2 of the TA 

provides summaries of traffic flows used in the analyses (pp 111, et seq and 1270 et seq). Savills note that comparison of the A5 southbound approach flows, for 
example, shows stark differences between the 2008 base, 2026 DM and 2026 DS scenario. 

 In addition, the computer simulation models have been incorrectly coded in the 2008 base year case and there seems to be some confusion about the use of PCUs and 
vehicles between the summary tables and the computer analysis. 

 
Comments: 
The traffic flows used in the junction assessments included in the TA to demonstrate the adequacy of these junctions have been agreed with TfL and LB Barnet. However, in 
addition the A5 corridor study will include a survey of traffic flows prior to the detailed design of the respective junctions and then a Vissim model will be developed from a 
combination of flows from the Strategic traffic model used for the TA and the observed traffic flows. This micro-simulation model will be used to inform the detailed design of the 
junction improvements. There will also be pedestrian and cycle facility studies that will inform the detailed design. The resulting junction proposals will then be subjected to a 
formal road safety audit in compliance with TfL and national guidance. 
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 The TA does not currently provide justification for the RFI being located specifically on the Property. 

 
Comments: 
It is not the role of the TA to justify the location of the Rail Freight Facility specifically within the Development. It is considered that the location of the proposed RFF is in 
accordance with the statutory development plan. 
 
 
Campaign for Better Transport (London Group) - OBJECT 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an attachment sent in an email dated 6 January 2009 include: 
 The TA predicts over 29,000 extra vehicles every day at Brent Cross.  The whole task seems to be to manage this increase in road vehicles, not question it.   
 
Comments: 
This figure of 29,000 is taken from the Development Framework.  It takes into account the estimated combined traffic impact of the West Hendon scheme and the BXC 
scheme.  The BXC is a much more recent document and, given the extensive modelling work that has been undertaken in recent years, is a more up to date source of data. 
The approach to road traffic is discussed in the Camden section below. 
 
 
 There is no case for demolishing the existing structurally sound Tempelhof Bridge. 
 
Comments: 
Fundamental to the BXC scheme is the creation of a new Town Centre that spans north and south of the A406 North Circular Road.  The current Tempelhof Bridge does not 
have the capacity to provide an effective north-south link and in particular is a major deterrent to pedestrians and cyclists.  It will be replaced in the first phase of the scheme 
with a new ‘land bridge’ with more than three times the capacity of the existing bridge. The new bridge will include bus lanes and footways providing priority for buses and 
cyclists and a safe facility for pedestrians. 
 
 Crossing of roads by pedestrians and cyclists must, in general terms, be available at surface level in a town centre. 
 
Comments: 
In considering the BXC scheme, the approach has been to use at grade crossings where possible and practical.  However, the site is bounded by significant infrastructure, 
including the M1, A406 North Circular Road, and the Midland mainline railway.  As such, providing attractive and safe access for pedestrians and cyclists into and out of the 
site has required the use of bridges to cross them.  To ensure ease of access, ramps and lifts are proposed to reduce the impacts of height differentials between streets and 
bridges. Nearly all of the proposed traffic signals, apart from those on the A406 junctions, include pedestrian crossing facilities on nearly all arms, and those adjacent to or on 
proposed cycle routes mostly include Toucan crossing facilities as well, or are expected to as part of the detailed design. 
 
 



 85

 The case for a new station on the Midland Main Line has not been sufficiently made.  The desire has always been to provide excellent public transport facilities at Brent 
Cross. However, a light railway, with multiple stations throughout the site would be a much better solution than a centralised heavy-rail station on a single north-south 
commuter route. 

 
Comments: 
The TA has clearly demonstrated that the public transport mode share in the Development Framework can be met through the provision of a mix of public transport 
improvements, not including a light railway, that have been rigorously tested and a significant proportion of this is related to rail, and the new train station. Also, the provision of 
the new station is consistent with planning policy requirements in the Development Framework, the UDP and the Mayor’s London Plan.  
 
 
 Concern that trains that stop at Cricklewood and Hendon would never stop at Brent Cross, and vice versa.  We do not think this is viable, and the closure of Cricklewood 

station would inevitably follow.    
 
Comments: 
The concern about any closure of Cricklewood station is discussed in the Camden section below. The Developers have worked with Network Rail, and although the timetable 
details are not yet determined the Developers have produced a scheme officers consider is feasible and proposes that existing ‘slow’ trains continue to stop at Cricklewood, 
whilst the new ‘express’ 12 carriage trains will use the new station. 
 
 
 The design of the bus station could be modified. 
 
Comments: 
Since the submission of the application, the Developers have entered into dialogue with TfL (and Barnet) regarding the bus station location and layout, and there is an agreed 
set of design principles. The detailed design will follow when the RMA is considered.   
 

 
 Clarification is required concerning the potential road traffic involved for the Waste Handling Facility and the Combined Heat and Power Facility.   
 
Comments: 
The Developers have produced summary notes for the waste, freight and CHP facilities, which are attached as Appendix 15 to the Revised Development Specification & 
Framework.  The access points into the waste and freight sites are the subject of full planning permission, and therefore clear detailed plans and proposals are provided. 
Details on the traffic impacts and movements in connection with the WHF and RFF are included in the section of this report that discusses the objections from the LB of 
Camden. The traffic impacts of the CHP are predicted in the TA to be minimal. 
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 Light rail lines should have been considered as a means of access throughout the regeneration area.   
 
Comments: 
The Developers have had discussions with the promoters of a light rail scheme and have indicated that they are willing to co-operate with them regarding the Brent Cross 
Cricklewood area, provided the remainder of their scheme is viable and funded. It would be for TfL as the London-wide strategic transport authority to review the entire scheme 
which is proposed to cross several London boroughs, but it is understood that the proposed light rail scheme is aspirational at the moment and has no monies allocated to it 
from any public or private funding source. 
 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 5 February 2009 include: 
 
 Will the LPA specifically refer to the estimated 29,000 extra vehicles every day, mentioned in the Development Framework, in its report to committee? 
 
Comments: 
See above. 
 

 
 Do officers believe this figure -29,000 extra vehicles each day-has changes in the actual application?  What to, please? 
 
Comments: 
This figure is not from the BXC application 
 

 
 Does the LPA consider the fact there is little reference to the other major London Plan development areas, and the traffic they will produce, a deficiency in the application?  
 
Comments: 
Other committed developments have been included in the modelling work undertaken as part of the TA. 
 

 
 Does the LPA consider that valid reasons have been provided to move the waste depot to the west of the Midland Mainline, ‘for operational reasons’.  
 
Comments: 
The WHF is proposed to be on the western side of the railway lines as this is the side where the freight lines are located, including the ‘freight only’ Dudding Hill line. If the WHF 
was on the other side of the railway freight trains would have to cross all the passenger lines. See the General Bestway response for further details. 
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 Repeated concerns about the lack of at-grade pedestrian crossings, and the bus station being close to the A406.   
 
Comments: 
See above regarding crossings. Suitable landscape buffering and noise attenuation measures are proposed for the bus station, the details of which will be approved as part of 
the relevant RMA. 
 

 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 6 February 2009 include: 
 
 I am at a loss to understand why the Brent Cross developers continue to insist that the new Brent Cross waste depot must be on the WESTERN side of the Midland Main 

Line, due to "operational reasons". 
 
Comments: 
This is addressed in some detail elsewhere in this report. 
 
 
 I am also unable to understand why we are told that Cricklewood station cannot have platform extensions for 12-car trains (as Network Rail originally planned - March 

2006: Network Rail Thameslink Programme: Projects and Engineering Report: Project N000, ID code RC, Sequence number 2235206  Version 2.0).  There is plenty of 
room to extend the platforms - it will just mean Network Rail selling slightly less land to the developers. 

 
Comments: 
Section 4.6 of the TA presents the assumptions behind the future capacity of the rail network. The assumptions were extensively discussed with DfT, Network Rail and TfL and 
did not include any lengthening of the existing platforms at Cricklewood Station for a number of technical reasons.  This is also consistent with the current Thameslink 
assumptions and designs. The Licence 26 agreement,  as issued by the Office for the Rail Regulator also confirms the robustness of the rail service assumptions, as it has 
been through extensive industry and Government assessment and consultation processes. 
 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 14 April 2009 include: 
 
 I wish to oppose the planning application, in respect of the railway-related activities that are being retained at Brent Cross, namely the freight and the waste facility.   
 
Comments: 
The location of the WHF on the western side of the railway lines is addressed above. Further details are contained within the main Bestway response above. 
 

 
 No satisfactory argument has been given for selling off such a large amount of railway land to the developers on the eastern side of the Midland Mainline. 
 
Comments: 
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The proposed scheme fully utilizes the land available and includes provision for the necessary transport infrastructure required to be provided in order to mitigate the scheme. 
Thus does not include a light rail scheme. 
 
 
 There is no justification for the developers to state that the Bestway site is the only possibility.  The existing waste site is another, and also elsewhere on the eastern side 

of the main line. 
 
Comments: 
See above. 
 
 
 There is no technical advantage in moving the waste facility to the western side.  Doing so makes a light railway on that side – another railway – related use of some of the 

railway land, and therefore to be supported by Network Rail, it is to be hoped – more expensive.  
 
Comments: 
See above. 
 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 16 April 2009 include: 
 
 It is suggested that the officers report on the planning application will need to state ‘none of the railway land being sold off by Network Rail could be used as a depot for a 

possible light rail scheme in the area, and none of the existing building could also be used for that purpose’.  Retaining railway land is considered to be of some 
importance.  It falls, therefore, within the consideration of the report to committee.  

 
Comments: 
Light Rail was never a part of the proposal and such a scheme as proposed by CBT is not planned or committed by government at any level and it is considered that it would 
be wholly inappropriate to constrain the proposed development on this basis.  
 
 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 23 April 2009 include: 
 
 Why have the proposed bus lanes at the A5/A406 junction been scrapped? 
 
Comments: 
The proposals for consideration in the planning application include a carefully designed scheme for the A5/A406/M1 integrated junction which has been modelled to cater for 
forecast traffic volumes.  The design of the new junction has been reviewed and the latest design is predicted to assist the flow of all traffic, including buses, at this congested 
location on the highway network. 
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 Motorists have lost the current ability to travel south on the A5, past the North Circular, at grade.  Is all this because the traffic demands of the Brent Cross development 

(e.g. over 29,000 extra vehicle movements every day) trump the interests of people who do not need to visit the Brent Cross site? 
 
Comments: 
It is still possible for all motorists to make this southbound movement at grade, within the A5/A406/M1 integrated junction. In addition, there is also the grade-separated flyover 
that provides directly for A5 north-south movements. This is shown on drawing numbers P/D111870/H/100/1012 F and P/D111870/H/100/1013 F. 
 

 
 What effects will there be on through service bus timings? 
 
Comments: 
See above. 
 

 
 TfL Buses will no longer have the choice about the matter, regarding the routes of their buses to meet passenger demand. What have officers of the Local Planning 

Authority (and TfL) said at meetings with the developers, to lead them into assuming that this might be acceptable? 
 
Comments: 
The package of bus service improvement proposals included with the TA (Section 9.3.3) was developed to illustrate how bus services can be utilised to assist in the delivery of 
the public transport strategy to satisfy the needs of the Scheme, and the Council have accepted these proposals as the basis for the current assessment. However, TfL London 
Buses will be responsible for implementing the bus services in the future in a flexible manner, in partnership with the relevant borough(s). 
 
 
 Motorists will no longer be able to drive southbound on the A5 and turn on to the west-bound North Circular Road. 
 
Comments: 
This movement will also be safely provided for within the A5/A406/M1 integrated junction. 
 

 
 Does Barnet Planning think that this will be a popular measure? Is it prepared to publicise this proposed piece of traffic engineering? 
 
Comments: 
See above, the movement is provided for as per the modelling work, feasibility design, engineering plan and the road safety audit and was part of the public consultation and 
exhibition. 
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 Please clarify in your report to committee if motorists will, instead, be able to drive south over the A5 fly-over, and then turn right, into Humber Road, in Brent.  
 
Comments: 
Work undertaken to decide and set out in the TA demonstrates that there would be no such adverse impacts as a result of the A5 / A406 / M1 improvement scheme and 
Humber Road will not be an attractive route for strategic traffic. The traffic forecasts do not show any significant problems with right-turning traffic at this location. 
 
 
 Any right-turn lane on the A5 at Humber Road will be in Barnet, not in Brent.  
 
Comments: 
The A5 is jointly managed by Barnet and Brent and the A5/Humber Road junction includes a southbound to west right-turning slot into Humber Road. Part of the A5 Corridor 
Study will include further work on junction layouts and details for the Humber Road junction, and any further mitigation measures identified as part of the study will also be 
funded and delivered by the developers in conjunction with the relevant Borough and that will be provided through the Transport Fund set aside for such issues. 
 
 
 There are then queries about whether the five-traffic-light or the eight-traffic-light route through the new Brent Cross and M1 motorway junction, which is being offered as 

an alternative, is going to be an attractive and fulfilling experience, particularly at busy times. 
 

Comments: 
See above. 
 
 
 How many extra motorist-miles will be driven each year, on this new alternative route? 
   
Comments: 
This is one integrated junction and although the A5 (north) to A406 (west) movement will be longer in distance, due to vehicles having to traverse M1 junction 1, it should be 
noted that, overall, the DS junction is a major improvement over the existing layout that is part of the DM, with all movements predicted to work within acceptable tolerances. 
 

 
 Please clarify if you are proposing that southbound bus lanes are in your planning application, through the A5 / A406 junction. 
 
Comments: 
See above. The A5/A406 junction does not include bus lanes. 
 
 
 Please refer me to particular textual material or data in the application, where the presence or absence of these bus lanes is considered. 
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Comments: 
The TASR2, issued on 27th March 2009, discusses this at Appendix 3 (Drawing No.12) 
 Please confirm that there is "No Right Turn" for cars from the south-bound A5 to the west-bound A406, as is possible at present. 
 
Comments: 
Vehicles travelling south on the A5 will not be able to make a right turn at the A406, although drivers will still be able to continue their journey westbound on the A406 by using 
the new integrated junction layout for the M1/A406/A5 
 
 
 Will there be five sets of traffic lights to pass through instead, on the new route (or eight sets of traffic lights if a driver misses the sharper of the two right-hand curves at 

the bottom of the M1)? 
 
Comments: 
The route for drivers will be clearly signposted to enable them to continue their journey westwards along the A406 
 
 
 Will drivers be able to (legally) veer across in BOTH directions, if they choose the wrong east-bound viaduct, at the bottom of the M1 slip road, or only in ONE direction or 

in NEITHER direction, please? 
 
Comments: 
The lanes will be marked as straight ahead-only so will not be allowed to legally veer to either the right or left direction 
 

 
 Please give me references where the south-bound-A5-to-west-bound-NCR traffic data is given, and also where this is included in the "Brent Cross" traffic at the bottom of 

the M1.  
 

Comments: 
This flow forms part of the general flow into the junction as considered in the junction assessments, see Appendices IV (L) and (M), with amendments in TASR and TASR2 
 

 
 Are there any "average journey time comparisons", between the CURRENT route and the NEW route in your application, starting from some point on the A5 slip road, and 

ending at some point on the NCR west-bound slip road. 
 
Comments: 
It is not possible to provide ‘average journey time comparisons’ between what is existing, and what is proposed, as it is not comparing like with like.  The forecasting work 
undertaken as part of the TA shows that without modification, this junction will not function adequately in 2026 (with or without the development).  The current arrangement will 
generate longer queues and its geometry will be unable to cope with the volume of traffic.  However, the TA demonstrates that the improved design will cater for the capacity of 
traffic needing to use it in 2026, including trips from the BXC development.  
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Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 8 June 2009 include: 
 
 You will be aware that part of London Buses is currently negotiating the intended introduction of ‘fast’ rapid transit buses from the BXC development site, that would run 

south down the A5 Crickelwood Broadway to Cricklewood Lane.  It seems another part of London Buses, with Barnet, has approved the removal of the bus lane on the 
same section of road.  Please be kind enough to say if you will mention these opposing LB of Barnet policies in your officers report to planning committee. 

. 
Comments: 
Barnet has been carrying out a congestion reductions along the A5 corridor with the aim of improving traffic flows for all vehicles and this has resulted in a number of scheme 
being proposed to modify the existing traffic management arrangements along the A5. All proposed measures are consistent and are made in the context of the approved 
Barnet UDP 
 
 
 Please confirm that you will refer to the A5 – North circular Road junction in your report. 
 
Comments: 
The Staples Corner junction has been referred to in the committee report. 
 
 
 Does the LB of Barnet believe that London Buses want southbound bus lanes at the junction of the A5 and the North Circular Road (which were in the planning application 

last year)?  Or does it not want southbound bus lanes there (as in the latest plans – presumably after agreement at meeting between the developers and London Buses)?  
 
Comments: 
TfL are generally keen to introduce bus priority measure where this is feasible. At the A406/A5 junction it has not been possible to include bus priority measures but the 
junction will be improved for all traffic. 

 
 
 Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 15 June 2009 include: 
 
 I notice that cycle ramps have been added, on 21 January, to the bridge next to the Midland Mainline, in drawing 13 of 31.  Please be kind enough to clarify if they are part 

of the full or part of the outline application.   
 
Comments: 
The cycle ramps are part of the outline planning application. 
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 Is the north side-circular cycle ramp feasible?  What gradient does it have please?  Is there a national guidance on the gradient of cycleways? Do they have intermediate 

level sections? 
 
Comments: 
The ramp will have a gradient of approximately 9.5% (approximate length 55m, approximate height 5.2m).  The DFT Local Transport Note (LTN) 2/08 Cycle Infrastructure 
Design recommends a maximum gradient of 8% (para 10.8.1) plus resting places.  It should be noted that the footway / cycleway through the arches to the bridge/lift/ramp 
could be raised to provide a maximum gradient of 5%, therefore reducing the vertical level difference between the ground and the bridge by approximately 1m and hence the 
gradient to approximately 8%. 
 
 
 Is there an update about the ‘exact pedestrian route past plot 10 to be determined’ and whether it descends to ground level, or if it is a high level walkway, please? 
 
Comments: 
This is the footway/cycleway from the M1 Junction 1 Pedestrian and Cycle Bridge to the New BXC Railway Station.  At present, the outline design information is contained in 
the planning application and the detailed design will follow any planning approval.  The actual detail will be determined during the detailed design stage period but due to the 
proposed levels in the area, the route will be above current ground levels. 
 
 
 Will the report be mentioning the desirability or otherwise and feasibility or otherwise, of avoiding such new high metal pedestrian bridges in this town centre? 
 
Comments: 
It is not feasible to provide at grade crossings for the A406, MML etc. 
 

 
Transport objections/concerns detailed in an email dated 17 June 2009 include: 
 
 Please indicate if TfL’s NLTS results are being incorporated in the planning authority’s consideration of the BXC application, and will be referred to in your officers’ report to 

committee. 
 
Comments: 
Any future strategic transport studies of the area can be considered at the time PTR’s are submitted, and if future work on reserved matter applications requires use of a 
strategic transport model, then it may be appropriate to use the most up to date model available at the time 
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Brent Liberal Democrat Group - OBJECT 
 
 
 Lack of traffic impact of bringing waste from up to seven boroughs to the proposed waste facility.   
 
Comments: 
 See Camden transport response. 
 

 
 Scheme is car based and will generate an additional 29,000 vehicle movements daily. 
 

Comments: 
The figure of 29,000 and the approach to car travel are responded to in the Friends of the Earth and Camden sections below.   
 
 
 There is no addition to the public transport infrastructure set out in the published plans. 

 
Comments: 
The TA sets out an integrated transportation strategy that comprises a significant programme of transportation improvements across all modes of transport but with specific 
measures for bus, tube and train users that officers consider comprehensive. Through the controls set out in the proposed planning conditions and section 106 Heads of 
Terms, if as the development rolls out, the target mode shift to public transport is not being met, then the Developer will be obliged to bring forward, or propose new additional, 
mitigation measures, including additional public transport proposals to achieve the relevant benchmarks. 
 
 Proposals may lead to closure of Cricklewood Station. 
 

Comments: 
See Camden section below. 
 
 
 Northern line is already overcrowded. 
 

Comments: 
TA Analysis, has been robustly undertaken of the forecast patronage on the Northern Line and this indicates that although in both the DM and DS scenarios the numbers of 
passengers are exceeding available seats, the services will operate well within the total capacity, suggesting that the Northern Line will operate with an acceptable level of 
crowding.   
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Dawn Butler MP Brent South – OBJECT 
 

 A great deal of money is planned to be invested in upgrading roads. Any increase in capacity, coupled with extra homes and offices, will no doubt result in an increase in 
traffic. Development in such a fashion contradicts government and EU targets for emissions reductions and emphasis on sustainable modes of transport. The marketing of 
the development as a “new gateway for London” illustrates the narrow view of car use as the primary mode of transport to the new development. I am of the belief the 
development should aim to produce no increase in traffic, as the redevelopment of Wembley stadium was principled on.  

 
Comments: 
The Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Regeneration Area recognised that there would be some growth in car traffic as a result of the BXC proposals.  Not all trip 
growth is to be accommodated on the highway network. The TA in Section 5.1 recognises that sustainable development on the scale envisaged within the Development 
Framework is only feasible if a high proportion of new trips can be made by non-car modes.  
 
Section 5.2.1 of the TA describes the aims and objectives of the ITS and identifies many separate but complementary components which, in combination, will deliver the 
transport vision set out in the DF. The package of components includes policy measures, infrastructure provision, public transport service enhancements and demand 
management. The Framework Travel Plan and the travel Monitoring Strategy will be used to monitor, manage and control the impacts of traffic growth in the area. 
 
At the core of the ITS and the framework of control and commitment to be established by the planning conditions and the planning obligations is the provision of a fully 
integrated and, as far as reasonably achievable, sustainable public transport network of appropriate travel modes, to provide a good quality and attractive level of service 
provision for all those wishing to access both the BXC site and the surrounding area whilst at the same time maintaining the level of service on the highway network so that 
drivers are no worse off than had the Scheme not been developed. 
 
 
 Modelling proposals suggest 29,000 extra vehicles will pass through the area every day. Given the current lack of orbital transport and poor transport connections west of 

the site, I am of the belief much of this traffic will pass through eastern Brent.  
 
Comments: 
The figure of 29,000 is commented on in the Friends of the Earth section.  The impacts of traffic movements in Brent are in the TA, and will be looked at further through as part 
of the A5 Corridor Study and other arrangements set out in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule and under the relevant planning conditions and obligations. 

 
 
 The development pays poor attention to sustainable transport (walking and cycling) with the apparent aim of minimizing delays to car traffic. Highway design proposals 

create poor environments for walkers and cyclists. This approach would decrease uptake and, in my opinion, do little to “stitch together the damaged fabric of this 
extensive urban area”, which would continue to be crosscut by fast moving traffic.  

 
Comments: 
The TASR2 clearly presents the walking and cycling strategies in a non-technical manner. These have been discussed with the Council, TfL and a range of interested 
organisations and are supported within the Framework Travel Plan. The proposals have been designed to significantly reduce the existing severance and improve the currently 
poor pedestrian and cyclist facilities in the area. The proposals including new infrastructure have been designed to improve road safety for vulnerable road users. 
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 A great deal of money will be spent on improving existing, but providing no new, public transport links. I believe the residents have been misled on the occupancy 

requirements for a new Thameslink station to be built. Furthermore, the proposals do nothing to facilitate the use of the Northern Line and Thameslink stations by those 
already living west of the development area.  

 
Comments: 
The scheme proposals include and facilitate new public transport links and facilities, including the new BXC Railway Station and Transport Interchange, new Brent Cross Bus 
station, three new bus routes, a bus based RTS service, bus priority measures and improved pedestrian routes and step-free access facilities to/from and forecourt 
improvements at Brent Cross Underground Station and the existing Cricklewood Train Station. In addition the BXC Integrated Transport Strategy described in Chapter 5 of the 
TA proposes demand management measures, a FTP, parking strategy and section 106 control measures that have been designed to support, encourage and facilitate the use 
of public transport, from all directions. 
 
 
 
 The existing transport infrastructure provides arterial links, but represents a wasted opportunity to improve orbital public transport in outer North London. Surveys have 

shown it is outer London where the majority of car journeys are made and orbital transport is therefore vital to decreasing car dependency in the suburbs. As Mayor 
Johnson’s transport manifesto states, “It is clear that we will never achieve modal shift in these areas unless we provide quality, convenient alternatives.” The case for 
considering orbital transport only increases when it is considered Barnet and others are proposing other regeneration areas e.g. Colindale, Park Royal. I am of the belief 
that the sustainability of these schemes will only decrease if they are considered in isolation.  

 
Comments: 
See response above in regard to the ITS encouraging and facilitating public transport trips from all directions. Both Colindale and Park Royal are identified as committed 
schemes that have been taken into account in the BXC TA. The TA includes proposed improvements to bus services and an £11.5m bus subsidy has been agreed between 
the Council, TfL and the Developers, and all parties have agreed to adopt a flexible approach to providing improved bus services to support the scheme. Further refinement of 
routes (e.g. to take further account of Colindale) will take place at the appropriate time.  
 
 
 
Brent and Barnet Cyclists - OBJECT 
Discussed here as a joint response from the London Cycling Campaign who have raised concerns in a number of letters since November 2006.  Issues raised in these earlier 
letters are considered to have been addressed in subsequent letters.  The following transport issues and concerns were provided in letters dated December 2008, January, 
March, April and June 2009.   
 
December 2008 
 We regard it as fundamental that cyclists must retain the ability to cycle north to south and south to north along the line of the A5 with minimum deviation and minimum 

delay, and in safety. Making cyclists use the Staples Corner West flyover in its current form is not acceptable due to the danger of crossing the slip roads, and its general 
unsuitability as a cycle route. The 2004 report on LCN+5 by Babtie Group for LCN+ and LB Brent outlined various options for facilitating cycling along the A5 through 
Staples Corner West. 
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Comments: 
Safe alternative routes through the development that run parallel to the A5 have been looked at.  These have been further refined following discussions (see below). 
 
 
 Routes that provide an alternative to the A5 may be useful for some journeys, but they need to be practical, safe and usable. We cannot regard any route that includes 

steps or lifts as a usable cycle route, nor, we suggest, would other authorities. 
 

Comments: 
A cycle ramp is proposed at each side of the A406 that would be of a gradient suitable for competent cyclists and connected to the combined cycle and pedestrian bridge. This 
is in addition to the lifts that would be available for those with a disability. 
 
 
 Usable cycle routes must minimise delays caused by user-operated signals (Toucans) and crossing streams of traffic to get from one side of the road to the other. 

Therefore on two-way roads, cycle tracks are only effective if they are on both sides of the road, unless they can be built in very long uninterrupted stretches. Therefore, 
without seeing the more detailed designs the short two way track sections on the two new road bridges (across the North Circular and across the railway) look problematic. 

 
Comments: 
Only Tempelhof Bridge across the North Circular has a two way facility which is on the west side, and that is because there is a free flow slip road at the south-east corner. 
 
 
 North-south alternatives to the A5 in the plans are all dependent on access using Claremont Road, which is not a very pleasant cycle route.   

 
Comments: 
Brent Terrace and the new north-south Spine Road will provide good alternatives to Claremont Road within the regeneration area. Cyclists can also leave the A5 at the new 
bridge over the mainline railway, at Oxgate Gardens, where there are segregated cycleways in each direction. 
 
 
 The route along the River Brent lacks any usability as a cycle route from east to west, as, with the plans in their current form, if one emerged at the A5 end of this route 

(Brent Park Road), there would be absolutely nowhere to cycle to but back into the development area, as access to the A5 will be blocked both north and south. Also the 
linkage of the River Brent route to the LCN+ routes to the east is not satisfactorily direct. 

 
Comments: 
The route along the River Brent will provide an off-road link. To the east there are a links into the LCN towards Finchley and the local road network, where it is an advisory 
cycle route. To the west, there will be a new connection which will enable cyclists to continue onto the A5 on the LCN route; or along the local road network, which is an 
advisory cycle route, before crossing the A5 directly into the local roads of the West Hendon area. 
 
 
 Some better route alignments would be obtained if the new footbridges shown across the North Circular Road were built for cycling as well. 
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Comments: 
There is only one new footbridge over the North Circular Road which is between Tempelhof Bridge and the A41. This is not suitable for the provision of ramps for bicycles at 
each end due to physical constraints. However, cyclists will have an alternative safe route over the new Tempelhof Bridge. 
 
 
 No cycle routes exit the development area on the north side between the M1 and the A41, cutting off a large area of streets. 

 
Comments: 
There are existing routes at the rear of the Brent Cross Shopping Centre which connect in local road network where they are advisory cycle routes. 
 
 
 The route along the south side of Clitterhouse Playing Fields needs to connect westwards to the proposed link bridge across the railway. 

 
Comments: 
This is agreed and there is a route identified which passes along the residential roads within Clitterhouse Crescent, joins into a new combined cycle and pedestrian route to join 
the new Spine Road, and then proceeds onto the new bridge over the mainline railway.  

 
 
 How an attractive and safe cycle route can be incorporated along Tilling Road is unclear. 

 
Comments: 
Tilling Road will be rebuilt in stages and can include pedestrian / cycle ways as appropriate to connect with the new network within the BXC regeneration area. 
 
 
 There should be direct cycle access in and out of the proposed new station, both to the development and the A5, and access through the station and to the platforms 

without lifts or stairs. 
 

Comments: 
For safety reasons this is not possible.  Cycles must be parked in the area of the Transport Interchange, or carried on to the train. The route to the Interchange from the A5 
goes via the new bridge over the mainline railway, and into the new cycle network within the BXC regeneration area. 
 

 
January 2009 
 Steps still seem to be necessary for access to the River Brent bike path. 

 
Comments: 
Cyclists will be able to access the River Brent cycle path via a ramp, not steps (see Figure 4 B in TA Volume 4).  The proposals include a cycle path route to connect the 
riverside path to the rest of the site that will comply with the TfL guidance on the gradient and roads. 
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 The LCN has been underdeveloped for nearly a decade now, and we consider that for any consultant or developer to be unaware of it would be tantamount to professional 

negligence. 
 

Comments: 
The proposed scheme cycle network has been designed to be complementary to and connected with the existing LCN routes. The Developers will be required under the 
relevant planning conditions and obligations to fund and carry out an A5 Corridor Study and an area-wide study of Pedestrian and Cycle routes, which is expected to set out 
further schemes outside the scheme boundary to provide links to strategic cycle routes. 
 
 
 Because London and its boroughs recognised that some barriers to the LCN required time and work to overcome, two years ago TfL flagged a list of major barriers to 

completion of the LCN.  Among these barriers were barrier R.30.05 Tempelhof Bridge and barrier R.30.06 Staples Corner, the A406/A5. 
 

Comments: 
A new segregated cycleway is proposed on the new Tempelhof Bridge and at Staples Corner there will be a new bridge over the A406 with cycle ramps at both the north and 
south sides to enable a safe route for those using the A5. 
 
 
 LCN Route 85, Link 6, in interim form, passes right through the regeneration site, from north-east to south-west.  Maintenance has admittedly been poor, as was the 

original design, but at least it proves an object lesson demonstrating that we need adequate quality. 
 

Comments: 
The development proposal includes new cycle routes that will provide a good quality connection between the north-east and the south-west limits of the site These are shown 
on Figure 4 B (in TA Volume 4). 

 
 
 For both LCN Routes 5 and 85, the developers must produce maps, before planning permission is granted showing the existing and proposed routes, together with 

sufficient documentation showing that the new routes will be fast, direct and safe.  There must be numerical data quantifying these parameters.  Thus the data must use 
such items as design speeds, and extra distance from detours, and use the commonly accepted conversion factors to equate the effects of stoppages and hills to distance.   

 
Comments: 
This level of detail is not considered appropriate at the outline stage but officers have worked closely with both TfL and the Developers to ensure the adequacy of the current 
proposals for cyclists on the strategic and local road network.  All new cycle routes will be developed in accordance with TfL guidance and best practice as well as the other 
relevant parameters and principles and will be guided also by the Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study and the Pedestrian and Cycle Strategy to be approved and 
implemented under the relevant planning conditions and obligations.   
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 The safety audit must show locations where motorised traffic crosses cyclist traffic, especially with “unusual” movements, such as left turning motorists places to the right 
of right turning cyclists.  The audit must also note where cyclists merge with cars, or diverge, so that “gutterbunny” riding would not be appropriate.  It must show where 
cyclists will be mixing with pedestrians.   

 
Comments: 
The normal statutory Road Safety Audit process addresses all modes of travel at each stage of the design process and in particular pedestrians and cyclists.  The next stage 
will include specific consideration of the detailed design of the pedestrian and cycle facilities and these will then be subject to a Stage 2 Road Safety Audit.   
 
 
 For LCN 85, Link 6, in order to ensure an adequate design London’s full “Cycle Route Implementation and Stakeholder Plan” (CRISP) procedure {ref 7} must be completed 

before planning permission for BXC is granted.  Of especial importance is the “Cycle Route Inspection Meeting” (CRIM). 
 

Comments: 
CRISP is a process used to provide justification for funding cycle improvements from public money, not for development related schemes. However, the design process carried 
out to date and that proposed in the future will include technical approval procedures with the relevant highway authority and the Area–wide study of pedestrian and cycle 
networks and the A5 Corridor Study will involve the relevant key stakeholders, and local cycle groups will be consulted with, as part of both studies.    
 
 
 We reiterate our previous comments on the need for bike permeability.  Bridges B3, B4 and B5 must be suitable for cyclists. 

 
Comments: 
Cycle-only ramps have been incorporated at both the north and south sides of the combined pedestrian and cycle bridge over the A406 (B6).  B3 will be a pedestrian only 
bridge with cyclists using the A5 Link Road Bridge over the railway where there are segregated cycle facilities.  B4 will also be a pedestrian only bridge and cyclists will use the 
new cycleway over the Tempelhof Bridge.  Similarly, B5 will be pedestrian only over the A41 and cyclists will have a new Toucan crossing at ground level to enable safe 
crossing of the A41.   
 
 
 The Midland Main Line viaduct must from part of a fast direct north-south bike route.   

 
Comments: 
There will be a shared pedestrian and cycle bridge over the A406 immediately alongside the Midland Mainline Viaduct which will connect into the site at the south and into the 
A5 at the north.   This is shown on drawing number P/D111870/H/100/1013 F.  
 
  
 The Eastern Lands Main Street must form part of a fast direct bike route from the train station to Bridge B5. 

 
Comments: 
There will be a suitable direct route for cyclists between the train station and the Toucan crossing on the A41.  Cyclists have also been considered in the proposals for the 
improvement of Tilling Road East and Brentford Gardens – which will also provide an alternative route between these two locations. 
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 There must be a fast, safe, and direct bike route between Shirehall Lane and the northern end of the Tempelhof Bridge having the appropriate quality for an LCN route. 

 
Comments: 
A route has been provided for in the proposals.  It is not intended that a fast route is provided between Shirehall Lane (LCN route) and Tempelhof Bridge, as it is not a long 
distance commuter route.  See Figure 4 B, P/D111870/H/100/1007 C, P/D111870/H/100/1004 D, P/D111870/H/100/1008 C-. 
 
 
 There actually are ways of persuading people to try other modes than the car, and Transport for London is more expert than most.  They probably would be willing to 
provide advice.  Its not just tube strikes and terrorists that have fuelled the cycling boom. 

 
Comments: 
The Framework Travel Plan includes a considerable range of measures to promote and encourage travel by non car modes, and TfL have been involved as part of the project 
in reviewing and commenting on the proposals. These arrangements will be encouraged and implemented under the relevant planning conditions and obligations and will be 
monitored and reviewed in accordance with the detailed arrangements set out in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule. 

  
 
March, April and June 
 Concern remains about the A5 southbound direct route which prevents cyclists continuing to use the direct southbound route at ground level thus creating a massively 
inefficient detour for those currently cycling along the line of the A5.  

 
Comments: 
Cyclists will be able to use the proposed cycle ramp, adjacent to the lift, to access the combined cycleway/footway bridge on the east side of the railway to continue on the 
A5(S). This is shown on drawing numbers P/D111870/H/100/1012 F 
 
 
 Concern remains about direct northbound access to the A5.  The only way to access the A5 northbound from the development will be via the MML link bridge across the 

railway, well to the south, or through the back-streets of West Hendon which is another unsatisfactory detour and also heavily-trafficked. 
 

Comments: 
Cyclists will be able to use the combined cycleway/footway bridge on the east side of the railway across the A406 and then continue along the shared footway/cycleway to the 
toucan crossing opposite the car showroom where cyclists can then join the A5 Northbound.  This is shown on drawing numbers P/D111870/H/100/1012 F and 
P/D111870/H/100/1013 F 
 
 
 Routes that provide an alternative to the A5 may be useful for some journeys, but they need to be practical, safe and usable.  We cannot regard any route which includes 

steps or lifts as a usable cycle route. 
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Comments: 
Cycle ramps have been proposed wherever there is a combined cycleway/footway bridge 
 
 
 There is still an absence of the type of detailed plans which would enable an assessment of whether many aspects of the proposed cycle network within the development 

are workable. 
 
Comments: 
Details will be provided at the appropriate stage as the scheme rolls out. 

 
 
 There are no alternatives to the A5 and A41 for north-south journeys apart from Claremont Road, which is not very suitable as a cycle route, being hilly, constricted and 

heavily-used. This therefore forces cycle traffic onto the A5 as the de-facto main cycle route in this area. 
 

Comments: 
The A5 is already a designated LCN route. 
 
 
 Concern remains about the route along the River Brent for westbound connections.  It is felt that the only way this route would become useful would be to extend it under 

the M1, under the railway and under or over the A5.  Also the linkage of the River Brent route to the LCN+ route to the east is not satisfactory. 
 

Comments: 
There is insufficient headroom beneath the M1 motorway alongside the River Brent to provide either pedestrian or cycle facilities.  For westbound cyclists, they can use the 
proposed footway/cycleway and then join Dallas Road and Park Road to access the A5.  For eastbound cyclists, they can use the designated route within the Masterplan to 
join Shirehall Lane LCN, as explained above. 
 
 
 The unsuitableness of the new footbridge across the A406 to the east of Tempelhof Avenue for bicycle ramps is a design issue.  

 
Comments: 
Alternative cycle facilities are provided at Tempelhof Bridge and at the A41/A406 junction. 
 
 
 The existing routes at the rear of Brent Cross Shopping Centre are not shown connected to the cycle network in the development in the plans. 
 
Comments: 
Cyclists can access these areas via the footpaths through Sturges Park and footpaths onto Layfield Road. 
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 No cycle routes exit the development area on the north side between the M1 and A41, cutting off a large area of streets. 
 

Comments: 
Cyclists can access these areas via the footpaths through Sturges Park and footpaths onto Layfield Road. 
 
 
 The new route proposed from Clitterhouse Playing Fields to the new link bridge is insufficiently direct as a route westwards from the A41 crossing. 

 
Comments: 
Due to the existing level differences and built environment, it is not feasible to provide a step free route from the playing fields to Brent Terrace.  Therefore, cyclists can either 
use Claremont Road and Spine Road to access the new A5 link bridge or dismount and use the pedestrian route. 
 
 
 Tilling Road: currently the mini-roundabouts used by fast traffic that has just exited the A406 pose a significant hazard for cyclists. It is unclear if the roundabouts would be 
eliminated or what remedial measures would be used to reduce danger to cyclists. 

 
Comments: 
The mini roundabouts are proposed to be removed and replaced with signalised junctions.  Shared footway/cycleway is proposed between the A41/A406 junction and 
Whitefield Avenue. 

 
 
 Regarding the new BXC Railway Station, cycle access from one side of the railway to the other at the station should be provided, which could be engineered so as not to 
cause any pedestrian-cycle conflict, and direct access to ramps which would allow the wheeling of cycles on to the platforms.  

 
Comments: 
See above regarding the MML bridge and cycling through the new train station. 
 
 
 It is suggested that you should urgently clarify with the Mayor and TfL exactly what Cycle Highway Route 11 will mean for the BXC area and incorporating this into revised 
plans.   

 
Comments: 
The proposals for cycling super-highways are at the present time a concept, rather than firm proposals or commitments.  The proposals shown on the plan are "indicative 
routes", will be subject to consultation with the boroughs and cannot be implemented without the consent of the highway and traffic authority.  LBB and TfL will be seeking to 
confirm routes and types of measure through a constructive dialogue and there will be informal and statutory consultation processes prior to any new measures being 
implemented.  Any schemes proposed by TfL will need to have due regard to the BXC scheme.  Depending on timescales, the proposals may be considered as part of the A5 
corridor study, the arrangements for which are set out in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule.   
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Comment from a Brent council employee acting in an individual capacity: 
 In view of the Mayoral intention to include the A5 as one of the proposed "Cycle Superhighways", I fail to see how this development, with its meandering circuitous multi-
level intentions for cycle routes, with even more restrictive access across the A5/A406 intersection for sustainable transport modes, and the additional proposed routing of 
motor traffic (creating more unnecessary pollution through the proposed development) can support the Mayoral objective of support for cycling and walking. 

 
Comments: 
See comments re Cycle Highway Route 11 above. During the CRISP work looking at the A5, Barnet, Camden and Brent agreed that the A5 posed some very real challenges 
for providing LCN+ standard cycle facilities.  It was agreed that the primary focus of work on this route would be south of Cricklewood Lane.  During the CRISP process it was 
pointed out that BXC would result in it becoming a key destination for cyclists in its own right, and a route along the A5 north of Cricklewood Lane would probably end up 
bypassing the main cycle trip generator/attractor in the area.  It is understood that Brent at that time were keen to progress an alternative route alignment to the west of the A5, 
but the TfL LCN+ team were unwilling to agree to this change.  The latest BXC proposals now provide good access from the A5 and the MML bridge link road. 

 
 

 Additionally, I would appreciate a response to the issue raised by this proposal, as required by the Traffic Management Act 2004 and the Network Management Duty, of 
how Barnet will demonstrate its duty to TfL facilitate the expeditious movement of traffic on road networks for which another authority is the traffic authority". (In this case, the 
other authorities being TfL and LB Brent). 

 
Comments: 
To effectively discharge the Network Management Duty, adjacent Local Traffic Authorities need to work together to address issues in the spirit of cooperation and partnership.  
Barnet, TfL and Brent officers have already been in discussion over the impacts of the development proposals and there is a commitment to an ongoing dialogue to ensure that 
the traffic impacts are appropriately managed, which is reflected in the arrangements set out in the proposal conditions and draft S106 Heads of Terms. 

 
 
Brent Friends of the Earth – OBJECT 
 

 There are elements of the plan that have significant impacts outside the Borough of Barnet: in particular 29,000 extra cars per day on the road, and the impact on local 
shopping and communities. 
 
Comments: 
The figure of 29,000 vehicles is an estimate of the combined traffic impact not only of Brent Cross Cricklewood, but also of separate regeneration schemes at Cricklewood and 
West Hendon.  The West Hendon scheme already has its own planned transport measures. 

 
 
 Transport for London have written a 30 page critique of the plans, and are most concerned about the phasing of transport improvements. 
 
Comments: 
Since TfL commented in the GLA Stage 1 Report, the Council, and the Developers have agreed the Section 106 Heads of Terms, which are considered to address the 
concerns of TfL in their Stage 1 Report.  These include the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule and under the relevant planning conditions and obligations establishing 
various control mechanisms and a management regime including the Transport Matrix to inform the scope and specification of Transport Reports, the requirement for 



 105

approval of the scope and specification of Transport Reports as well as requiring approval of the Transport Reports before the relevant Phase or Plot Development can 
proceed. The Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule also includes a Monitoring Strategy which has been agreed by TfL and the Council. These arrangements under the 
relevant planning conditions and obligations will ensure that the transport impact of the scheme will be reviewed on a regular basis and that necessary measures are 
implemented.  Their purpose is to ensure that each stage of the proposed development continues to operate within the envelope of performance described and assessed 
within the BXC Transport Assessment. It will prevent the submission of reserved matter applications if the applicant cannot demonstrate that the effects of the development 
would fall within those predicted in the TA.  Transport Reports will be produced as part of the reserved matters applications, which will address the detailed design and effects 
of the particular stage of development which is the subject of that application.  These Transport Reports will have regard to the observed operation of already constructed or 
approved stages of the BXC development and therefore will address cumulative impacts of operational and construction traffic. 

 
The Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule has been developed in recognition of the long timescales involved in the regeneration, and means that the proposals will need to 
prove their effectiveness at regular intervals for the scheme to continue to be delivered.  The Stage 1 Report is reviewed below, including the key points raised by TfL. 

 
 
 The only additional local transport would be road-based, i.e. buses.   
 
Comments: 
See Camden Section. 
 
 The proposed Midland Mainline station would lead to the closure of Cricklewood station and would only create a radial route into St Pancras, and would in no way ease 
local or orbital traffic, or the Northern Line. 
 
Comments: 
This is incorrect. Public transport improvements include the creation of a new station on the Midland Mainline, and substantial investment in improved facilities at the existing 
Brent Cross Tube and Cricklewood railway stations.  The new station will be accessible to 12 car trains and therefore will harness the full advantages of the multi-billion pound 
Thameslink upgrade.  It is also proposed to create four new pedestrian bridges across the strategic road network, making the route from the Tube to the shopping centre far 
more pleasant and easy on foot, as well as introducing new routes and improvements to existing routes for cyclists. 

 
 
 A North West London Light Railway would be much better use of planning gain funds, but the demolition of Tempelhof bridge and other structures would mean this project 
could never be realised. 
 
Comments: 
The BXC Developers are committed to bring about a significant improvement in public transport in the area. The Light Railway proposal is discussed in the section on the 
Campaign for Better Transport. The BXC scheme will replace the existing Tempelhof Bridge, with a new six-lane bridge, which will improve links for all road. 
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 One car parking space is allowed for each residential unit. 
 
Comments: 
Residential car parking is based upon current planning policy guidance applicable to the site.  One space per residential unit will be provided as part of Phase 1 and a sliding 
scale down to 0.7 spaces per unit for the final 2,500 units. 
 
. 
Federation of Residents Associations 

 
 Concern about transport proposals, particularly how it will resolve existing congestion, given that the North Circular Road cannot take 29,000 extra vehicles a day. 
 

Comments: 
See above response on the 29,000 vehicles (Friends of the Earth section). 

 
 
 The A406 just cannot take the strain of additional traffic even with some cosmetic work to a few junctions. 
 
Comments: 

It is acknowledged that the volume of traffic currently using the A406 is significant. The TA has assessed the impact of the proposed scheme, including mode shift to public 
transport, and A406 junction improvements, and the work has been scrutinised by the relevant Highway Authorities, and all have been approved as 'fit for purpose' to 
accommodate the forecast capacity of traffic in 2026.  
 

 
 The Northern Line is not capable of taking an increased load especially as further up the same line extra passengers from Colindale and Stonegrove will be overloading 

the tubes. 
 
Comments: 
Chapter 7 of the TA summarises the impact of the BXC development on the Northern Line during peak periods and shows that it will operate within capacity. 

 
 

 We have yet to be convinced that proposals for the new Mainline Rail Station have been worked up to provide realistic proposals and that there is buy in to these 
proposals from Network Rail 

 
Comments: 
Network Rail have been key stakeholders in the development of the scheme for the new station and have indicated their support for this privately funded new station, which 
has been designed in collaboration with them and the Department for Transport to accommodate their Thameslink upgrade proposals. 

 
 

 We see no evidence that alternative forms of transport e.g. the North London Light Rail service have been considered. 



 107

 
Comments: 
See response in Campaign for Better Transport section. 
 

 
 We note also that Transport for London has strong reservations in detail on these proposals to the extent they recommend refusing the scheme (letter 30/05/08). 
 
Comments: 
Officers have been working closely with TfL on all relevant matters in connection with the proposed development since the earliest days of this proposal, including in the 
period since the Mayor’s stage 1 report was issued, and believe that many of TfL’s concerns have been addressed. TfL’s outstanding issues are considered to be covered in 
the Conditions and the Section 106 Heads of Terms. 

 
 
Camden - OBJECT 

 
 The site is dominated by existing road and rail infrastructure. 
 
Comments: 
It is agreed that this is the current situation. However the objective of the proposal and the Development Framework that has shaped it is to provide better connectivity to this 
infrastructure by new and improved junctions and bridges including MML Bridge and the new railway station and by creating a new town centre and a sustainable community, 
where streets and places are of a human scale that is conducive to use by pedestrians and cyclists, and where public transport is a mode of choice for many trips where 
transport networks are congested. 
 
 
 It is a concern that the proposed development relies too heavily on travel by private car. 
 
Comments: 
The aim of the proposal is to move from the situation at the present day towards the transport vision set out in the Mayor’s and Barnet’s adopted Development Framework. This 
is achieved by the provision of mixed use development, that will increasingly create the demand for local trip making, together with infrastructure that meets the needs of 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users, and through implementation of the BXC integrated transport strategy that will provide the necessary infrastructure, services, 
and management measures. By these means the development proposes to lift the share of public transport use from the current level of 27% (compared to the average of 67% 
for the whole study area that includes much of North-West London) up to the average figure by the time the development is complete, as set out in the Framework Travel Plan. 
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 The general approach taken with the proposals has been to accommodate the increase in car use by increasing the capacity of the major road junctions surrounding the 
site, rather than heavily constraining car use and greatly improving public transport.   

  
Comments: 
This is not agreed  and the balance struck in the proposed planning conditions and obligations is to ensure that adequate capacity is provided to avoid undue congestion on the 
highway network whilst also providing for substantial improvements in terms of public transport and other sustainable transport facitlities in combination with restraints and 
constraints to encourage modal shift towards more sustainable transport choices. This is fully explained in section 9.7 of this report and elsewhere in this section. 
 
 
 The current site public transport accessibility (PTAL) is mostly around 2 (below average), but ranges from 1a (the worst) to 5 (excellent). … There is potential to do more to 

improve the PTAL of the site rather than heavily depending on meeting the transport needs of the development by increasing access to and from the surrounding road 
network. 

 
Comments: 
Whilst the officers do not necessarily agree with the detailed statements on current PTALs, the key point here is that  the completed development will be required under the 
conditions and planning obligations to achieve PTAL levels across all parts of the site to 5 or above (6a/b are the highest ratings), demonstrating that there are at least “very 
good” levels of public transport access across the whole of the site as a result of the full development.  Progressive improvements will be considered in the Transport Reports 
required to be submitted – as described in section 9.7 of this report and earlier in this section. 
 
 
 The proposal does not align with Camden’s strategy to reduce car use. The council should seek funds from the applicant via Barnet for alterations to the public highway 

necessary to ameliorate the impacts to roads within Camden. 
 
Comments: 
This incorrect. The framework of control of the scheme under the relevant planning conditions and obligations is designed to provide the environment and infrastructure 
required to enable increasing levels of non-car use that, by the end-state, will bring the mode share generally into line with surrounding areas, including Camden.     
 
 
 TfL has pointed out that there is insufficient evidence in the TA to demonstrate how the mode split targets will be achieved. Officers support TfL’s requirement to limit the 

amount of development. 
 
Comments: 
This is not agreed and TfL’s position is considered below.  The officers believe that TfL are generally supportive of the framework of controls and delivery that have, in 
accordance with detailed discussions with TfL, been incorporated into the proposed conditions and planning obligations since the comments to which Camden are referring 
here.  The modal split objectives are fully supported by LBB and progress towards achieving them will be considered and enforced under these controls as the development 
proceeds. 
 
 
 The proposal does not currently specify the amount of development which can come forward in advance of highways and public transport mitigation being provided. 
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Comments: 
The proposed planning conditions include a series of triggers that specify quantum of development that cannot be exceeded before items of infrastructure are in place and 
available for use. The triggers form the basis of planning conditions.  In addition, there is a requirement for the approval of detailed delivery programmes which will ensure that 
the critical infrastructure in each phase of the development will be delivered in accordance with the parameters and principles set out in the Indicative Construction Programme, 
on which the TA and the ES were based; and any proposed amendments will need to be approved by the LPA, as explained elsewhere in this report. 
 

 
 TfL have major concerns that the proposed new public transport provision is not sufficiently ‘front-loaded’ or even committed to after phase 1 (and) it is recommended that 

Camden support this stance. 
 
Comments: 
This is addressed in response to TfL’s concerns. 
 

 
 Opportunities to reduce traffic generation have not been fully exploited. Car clubs are committed to without the corresponding limitations on residential parking provision. 
 
Comments: 
Car clubs are committed to not as an individual measure but as part of a package of measures including infrastructure, services, management measures and a Framework 
Travel Plan to address the development impact. The framework of controls will also ensure that progress is achieved on a phase by phase and plot by plot level in the 
Transport Reports and other monitoring requirements under the proposed planning conditions and obligations and the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule. 
 
Residential car parking levels are based upon planning policy guidance applicable to the site and will be applied to all future reserved matter planning applications as detailed 
in Tables 3.5 and 3.6 of the TA and more restrictive parking standards for key land uses have now been agreed with the Developers, as set out in the transport section of this 
committee report and in the conditions. Section 5.3.6 of the TA describes the car parking strategy that includes the principle of parking restraint and the introduction of parking 
charges across the whole development scheme. For residential parking, charges will be imposed through lease of designated parking spaces. This will be separate from any 
lease charges for residences. 
 
 
 No interim assessments are provided beyond phase 1. It is essential that LB Camden are consulted on RMA’s and associated transport assessments to ensure that 

mitigation is delivered ahead of development. 
 
Comments: 
The development is also tied by the proposed planning conditions to a Framework Travel Plan which establishes the principle of encouraging sustainable transport choices, 
and sets the framework for the creation of individual travel plans and describes the range of measures that will used from first occupation of development, including a Car Club 
and Cycling Hire Club.        
 
As described earlier in this report, the planning conditions and obligations require the developers to submit Transport Reports in accordance with the Matrix and Transport 
Reports Schedule appended to the section 106 Heads of Terms and this is considered to be a robust and realistic approach to ensuring that the phases of the development 
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(and individual plot developments) are delivered without significant transport impacts which are inconsistent with the TA assessment.  Barnet officers consider this to be entirely 
appropriate and believe that TfL are in substantial agreement on this regime of control. It is believed to be at least as stringent a level of control as applies to any development 
of this scale and complexity and probably more stringent than the majority of such developments (but entirely appropriate to these circumstances). 
 
The overall impact of the development is for a slight increase in traffic levels across a wide area but with development impacts concentrated on to roads local to the 
development. Existing road users also have the opportunity to retime or use alternative modes of travel for their journey which has been incorporated into the multi-modal 
modelling. 
 
 
 Camden officers are concerned that the increase in traffic on borough roads may exceed a general 10% in traffic levels and have required more detailed information 

specifically in relation to the following junctions and sections of road: 
 A5 Shoot Up Hill/Mill Lane 
 A5 Shoot Up Hill/Maygrove Road 
 A5 Kilburn High Street/Iverson Road 
 Westbere Road/Minister Road (priority junction) 
 Westbere Road/Mill Lane (priority junction) 
 Kilburn High Street (between Iverson Road and Belsize Road) 

 
The TA does not provide the above information which is needed to assess the traffic impact on Camden roads in the light of the “undue attention given in the scheme to 
accommodating private vehicles”. 

 
 
The TA has defined a zone of influence based upon an indicator of the impact on junctions where the operational capacity has reached 95% of available capacity as a result of 
development impact. The strategic modelling undertaken has indicated that the junctions and lengths of roads identified by Camden officers do not reach that threshold of 
impact.  The TA has shown therefore that there is no significant impact caused by the BXC proposals that needs to be mitigated and/or addressed.  Further information on this 
was provided to Camden in May. 
 

 
 Camden officers have assessed that the scheme could potentially generate an additional 18 HGV’s on the A5 in Camden during weekday peak hours although it is 

acknowledged that this figure could be significantly lower if, as is likely, much HGV traffic is drawn towards the North Circular and M1, away from Camden. Officers have 
requested additional information on this issue which has yet to be provided.   

 
Comments: 
The concerns of Camden officers are noted but their concerns are unlikely to materialise because the conditions attached to the permission, for example, with respect to 
Construction Transport Management Plans and the Waste Handling and Rail Freight Facilities, will control traffic movements, in particular for HGV’s, to use the strategic road 
network, particularly the M1, A41 and A406 to the north. 
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 The proposed Rail Freight Facility could have significant implications for roads in Camden and further details are required. 
 
Comments: 
The proposed RFF will replace the existing uses on the site which generate a total of 265 vehicle movements in the combined am and pm peak hours in the 2026 Do Minimum. 
This is forecast to reduce to a total equivalent movement of 85 vehicles in the 2026 DS. Of this total 22 vehicles are estimated to turn left on to the A5 southbound in the 
morning peak hour and the equivalent figure in the afternoon peak is 17 vehicles.   Officers consider that this is a robust analysis. 
 

 
 The BXC Transport Advisory Group could coordinate the use of the bus subsidy.  
 
The role of the Transport Advisory Group is to monitor the ongoing implementation of the development scheme, to identify initiatives that could maximise the use of sustainable 
travel modes and to provide a means of ensuring that there is close liaison between the Developers, TfL, adjoining boroughs and the LPA on transport issues associated with 
the development, including the use of the Consolidated Transport Fund under the initial planning agreement. The bus subsidy will be utilised by TfL to provide bus services in 
connection with the scheme within the context of the wider bus network and the illustrative TA Proposals.  TfL and the relevant borough(s) will be involved in discussing the 
details of new and modified bus services that will be funded by the bus subsidy. 

 
 

 Bus route 16 would cease to serve Cricklewood Bus Garage and instead be diverted via the A5 link bridge to serve the Spine Road, Brent Cross Transport Interchange, 
high Street South and Templehof Avenue to terminate at BX bus station. 

 
Comments: 
The TA has modelled a number of bus service changes, but all relevant parties have agreed that alterations to the existing bus network to serve the BXC development will be 
looked at flexibly in the future, and in any event officers consider that the net effect of service diversions, improvements, and new services being introduced is that the bus 
network coverage would be better than existing. 
 
 
 Planned improvements to Thameslink are forecast to redistribute some existing trips along A5/A41 from bus to rail. The TA suggests the proposal would cause some 

additional reduction. The combined impact would be a significant reduction in bus passengers during rush hours. 
 
Comments: 
It is likely that the introduction of enhanced services on Thameslink will result in some transfer between public transport modes and this is predicted by both the DM and DS 
models. The creation of a new railway station that will enable a further local point of access to the enhanced services is likely to offer the opportunity for further transfer of trips 
between sub modes to take place and this will be predicted by the DS modelling. This is expected to reduce crowding on the local bus network and assist in encouraging mode 
shift from car to public transport for trips that are serviced by the relevant bus routes.    
 
 
 Officers suggest to TfL that the development presents the opportunity to address current poor accessibility between the site and areas such as Hampstead Town, Kentish 

Town and Swiss Cottage by direct orbital bus routes. 
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Comments: 
The bus network has been the subject of discussion with TfL and the Bus subsidy included in the Consolidated Transport Fund will support service enhancements required. It 
will be for TfL, in conjunction with the relevant borough(s), to determine the precise form of the network changes required at the appropriate time and within the scope of the 
subsidy. 
 
 
 Officers support TfL’s approach of enhancing existing bus services rather than a Rapid Transit System as proposed in the TA. 
 
Comments: 
The Council considers that, at least during the early construction phases, the needs of the development and of passengers wishing to make use of the enhanced interchange 
facilities are best met by the RTS that links key destinations within the development to the transport interchanges at the Brent Cross Bus Station, London underground services 
at Brent Cross Tube Station and rail services at the existing Cricklewood station.  
 
 
 It is noted that the TA forecasts a reduction in use of existing Cricklewood and West Hampstead stations which would help ease pressure on the public highway leading to 

the West Hampstead station. It is further noted that the trains passing through may be virtually full potentially making it difficult for Camden residents to board. 
 
Comments: 
The programmed upgrade to the Thameslink services has been undertaken in the full knowledge of the London Plan, of which the BXC development as a key component, and 
it is likely that they will provide adequate capacity for all forecast demand along this line.    
 
 
 
 The reduction in use of the existing Cricklewood Station may affect its viability and its loss would affect residents of north Camden.    
 
Comments: 
The Council and the Developers are committed to maintaining the viability of the existing Cricklewood station and there is a significant investment within the Consolidated 
Transport Fund to provide improvements in the form of forecourt improvements and step free access from pavement to platform. Furthermore, the new station will provide 
additional capacity, relieving congestion along this route and will also allow access to different services that currently do not stop at Cricklewood.   
 
 
 No improvements are proposed for cyclists at the junction of Claremont Road and Lichfield Road with Cricklewood Lane.   
 
Comments: 
The approach taken for cyclists has been the subject of consultation with representatives of local cycle campaign groups and the facilities provided are consistent with the BXC 
Cycle Strategy to provide appropriate facilities for cyclists generally within the highway boundary, where this can be achieved safely, whilst also meeting the requirements of 
other road users. At this junction space is not available for separate cycle provision.  However, under the planning conditions and obligations (and the Matrix and Transport 
Reports Schedule) the developers are required to carry out and obtain approval to the Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study and the Pedestrian and Cycle Strategy before the 
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development begins and these issues will be considered further at that stage, with TfL and Barnet working closely in collaboration and liaising with the adjoining boroughs 
through the TAG. 
 

 
 No improvements to provision for pedestrian and cyclists are suggested in the TA for Camden. 
 
Comments: 

As detailed above, there will be an A5 Corridor Study and an Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study to look at links from the site to existing cycle routes. These will include the 
borough of Camden.    
 
 
 LB Camden is justified in seeking funding for future highway schemes to ameliorate the impact of development on road users within the borough, particularly pedestrians 

and cyclists. These are likely to include improving existing and new pedestrian crossings, pedestrian and cycle routes and pedestrian and cycle facilities at junctions.    
 

Comments: 
The TA has not identified specific development impacts within LB Camden that require mitigation in terms of infrastructure provision for vehicles, buses, cyclists or pedestrians. 
However, the Developers have agreed to carry out the studies referred to above, and to fund any necessary mitigation measures that are identified.   

 
 
 The CIA has been assessed as inadequate by officers but they estimate that at the busiest period of overall construction (2015) 83 vehicles would pass through Camden, 

evenly split between A5 and A41. This equates to 1 HGV and 3-4 LGV’s per hour on each road.    
 

Comments: 
The officers do not agree with Camden that the CIA is inadequate.  It is considered appropriate that construction traffic should use these routes as they form part of the SRN 
serving the site. However the overall conclusion of the CIA and the TA is that many of the construction trips to and from the site will be via the principal routes to the north 
thereby avoiding any undue impact on roads in Camden. 
 

 
 LB Barnet are urged to include a Construction Management Plan as part of any permission granted. 
 

Comments: 
This comment is supported. The application includes the requirement for Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMP’s) to control how the development impacts on general 
traffic and road users will be managed.  
 
Each RMA will be accompanied by a CTMP that will address routeing of all construction related traffic. In addition each RMA will be accompanied by a Construction Workers 
Travel Plan (CWTP) and a Framework CWTP has been submitted in support of the current PA.     

 
Detailed reasons for objection as taken from the LB Camden Officers Report are as follows: 

 



 114

 The proposal relies too heavily on travel by private car, which would lead to an unnecessary increase of traffic on Camden’s roads.  Funds are sought via Section106 
financial contributions for alterations to the public highway in Camden that would be necessary in order to ameliorate the impacts to roads within this borough. 

 
Comments: 
Travel by private car and impacts on Camden roads are discussed above.  There are a series of control measures in place to manage the roll-out of the development and 
ensure that the target mode split is achieved, in particular, through the Transport Matrix / PTR process. 

 
 
 Concern that the modal share attributable to usage of public transport would only rise to significant levels towards the later stages of the overall development.  Barnet are 

therefore urged to limit the amount of development which can come forward if the mode split targets are not achieved to the targets the applicant anticipates as the 
development proceeds.  

 
Comments: 
See above responses in this section. As above, the developers are obliged to commit to monitoring how actual mode share is achieved through progressive stages of the 
development and, based upon this information, to use the Framework Travel Plan and management measures proposed to ensure that the relevant mode split targets are met 
in accordance with the FTP and the peak hours assumptions in the TA, and the Council and TfL will monitor this through the various controls, including the Matrix and 
Transport Reports Schedule.         

 
 

 Concern that the impact of interim phases within the development would only be submitted for consideration as further supplementary TAs as each phase of development 
comes forward.  

 
Comments: 

There are no phased TAs as the Council considers that the submitted TA and Supplementary Reports (TASR and TASR2) are adequate to address the 2026 end state and 
the intermediate worst case situation (Phase 1 plus the start of phase 2 and construction traffic impacts), judged to be assessed at 2016. The intermediate assessment 
represents a significant proportion of the overall BXC proposed development and at 2016 is also a substantial way through the overall anticipated development programme 
(running to 2026). However the TA includes a series of further sensitivity tests in the TASR, including: a test to see the effect of extending the development programme to 
2031; an assessment of transport impacts if the new railway station and some office development was not built; an assessment if the frequency of trains at the new station 
was reduced from 12 to 8 tph; a 10% increase in BXC trip generation and an alternative trip distribution as provided by TfL, an M1 Junction improvement sensitivity test; a test 
of the timing of the A5/MML bridge and a bus station capacity test. 
 
Where it is deemed appropriate LB Barnet will consult with the relevant third parties on reserved matter planning applications. There will be control on the roll-out of the 
development through the requirement to submit Transport Reports in support of appropriate phase and reserved matter planning applications. 

 
 
 There are specific concerns about the impact of the traffic generated by the proposals along the A5 and Lichfield Road in this borough and other roads in Camden that 

are narrow, already experience congestion and pass through residential areas.  
 
 



 115

Comments: 
The TA reports on the modelled impact of the development at end state (2026) and at the interim stage (2016).  Analysis of the model has found that the development traffic 
predicted to use the Lichfield Road junction is doing so primarily to access the A5 or A41 rather than local destinations within Camden. The overall affect is to increase the level 
of traffic predicted on Lichfield Road during the morning peak (e.g flow on Lichfield Road into the A407/Claremont Road/Lichfield Road junction increases from 346 to 390 
pcu/hr (passenger car units per hour) between 2026 end-state Do Minimum and Do Something) but there is a corresponding decrease in the evening peak (559 to 410 pcu/hr) 
and on Saturday (586 to 469 pcu/hour).  

 
 
 Changes in traffic in Camden associated with the proposed Rail Freight Facility (RFF) and the Waste Handling Facility (WHF) relative to existing facilities in the area may 

be a concern and need to be demonstrated. 
 

Comments: 
The proposed RFF will replace the existing uses on the site which generate a total of 265 vehicle movements in the combined am and pm peak hours in the 2026 DM. This is 
forecast to reduce to a total equivalent movement of 85 vehicles in the 2026 DS. Of this total 22 vehicles are estimated to turn left on to the A5 southbound in the morning 
peak hour and the equivalent figure in the afternoon peak is 17 vehicles.    
 
With regard to the proposed WHF the TASR2 has forecast that this facility will generate the following pcu/hour movements in the AM, PM and Saturday peaks in the 2026 End 
state DS: 
 AM – total 77 outbound, of which 41 to A5 North and 36 to A5 South 
 AM – total 82 inbound, of which 44 from A5 North and 38 from A5 South 
 PM – total 35 outbound, of which 20 to A5 North and 15 to A5 South 
 PM – total 30 inbound, of which 17 from A5 North and 13 from A5 South 
 Sat – total 34 outbound, of which18 to A5 North and 16 to A5 South 
 Sat – total 4 inbound, of which 3 from A5 North and 1 from A5 South. 

 
 
 A bus subsidy should be paid to TfL to fund improvements to bus services in the area to respond to the proposals. 

 
Comments: 
A bus subsidy of £11.5m has been agreed between the Council, TfL and the Developers, to be utilised by TfL to provide bus services for the BXC scheme within the context of 
the wider bus network and the illustrative bus network developed within the TA.  The details of alterations to the existing bus network to serve the BXC development have been 
discussed and agreed with TfL and are and will be the subject of ongoing discussions with the relevant Transport Authorities as the Development proceeds. 
 

 
 Any increased likelihood of closure of Cricklewood Railway Station would be a matter of concern to this Council. 

 
Comments: 
See above.    
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 Further detail is needed re loading to trains (to include analysis of standing capacity). 

 
Comments: 
Loading to trains is discussed in Chapter 7 of the TA.  Further information is presented in relation to crowding ratios and loading data in the Sensitivity Test carried out for 8 tph 
and 12 tph, which is set out in the TASR (Appendix B). This concludes that the impact would be minimal and not significant, and that in overall capacity terms, the public 
transport network (both overground and underground networks), could cope with the service reduction from 12 tph to 8 tph at the new BXC Railway Station.  
 

 
 More detailed information is required specifically covering the likely volume of construction-related vehicles of all types that would pass through Camden.  This information 

should also be presented in relation to the general traffic that will be generated as each phase of the development is completed.   
 
Comments: 
See above. The overall conclusion of the CIA and the Addendum to the CIA is that many of the construction trips to and from the site will be via the principle routes to the north 
thereby avoiding undue impact on roads in Camden.   
 
 
Subsequent detailed information has been passed to Camden officers on many of the above points, including the Area of Influence, junction impacts (particularly the A407 
southern gateway junctions), The Transport Matrix and the TAG. Camden officers submitted a request for some £2m+ of contributions they considered necessary in order to 
mitigate the impact of the BXC development. Junction impacts are discussed above, but the Developer will be obliged to meet some of these through the Conditions and the 
controls as set out in the Appendix to the Section 106 Heads of Terms, namely the Matrix / PTR, comprehensive monitoring regime and further studies. They are also expected 
to be addressed through conditions associated with subsequent RMAs. It is acknowledged that some unforeseen issues may arise as a result of the development, and 
therefore a sum of £1.25m is proposed within the Consolidated Transport Fund to address cross borough issues, in addition there is a Contingency Transport Fund of circa 
£6.3m, from which additional funding can be sought from membership within TAG.    

 
 
 
LB Brent - OBJECT 
 
 Brent Council maintains its objection on the basis that the overall assessment of impact on Brent’s transport system has not been adequately addressed and that no 

acceptable mitigation strategy has been put forward by the Developers for consideration.  
 
Comments: 
The A5 corridor study will involve London Borough of Brent closely and will ensure that all highway impacts are carefully reviewed in the period shortly before the Development 
begins and that mitigation measures, including any being proposed that are additional to those in the TA, are fully assessed at that time. The findings of the study will need to 
be approved by the transport authorities including Brent. Barnet, Brent and TfL have all agreed the scope for the study, which is set out in the Matrix and Transport Reports 
Schedule appended to the section 106 Heads of Terms. 
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 In particular, Brent objects to the junction improvement proposals for the A5/Humber Road/Waste Handling Facility and A5/Dollis Hill Lane/Oxgate Gardens/MML Bridge 
Link as currently designed, to the lack of supply of information regarding predicted traffic movements to and from the Waste Handling Facility and the Final Bus Strategy 
proposed.  Given the Council’s objections on the traffic grounds to the Waste Handling Facility and proposed access arrangements, the Council also objects to the 
Facility itself until such time as satisfactory access arrangements are provided which mitigate impacts on Brent’s road network.      

 
Comments: 
The A5 corridor study will include undertaking the detailed technical design for the current proposals, which will include reviewing and amending, where appropriate, the 
detailed layouts and undertaking further safety checks. Amended junction layouts can therefore be examined and the final agreed design will be subject to the approval of 
London Borough of Brent, as part of the section 278 approval process under the Highways Act. The details of traffic movements in connection with the WHF will be 
reconsidered when the relevant RMA is submitted, and LB Brent will be involved and consulted at the appropriate time but it is anticipated to be within the scope of those 
assessed in the TA (see Camden Section for details). 
 
With regards to the Bus Strategy it has always been intended by TfL and Barnet, that this would be applied flexibly taking into account that TfL has an ongoing statutory bus 
planning function and as the strategic transport authority is looking to proactively link with other developments to provide a coherent strategy for this part of London. TfL 
London Buses have engaged with the transport authorities, including London Borough of Brent, to discuss how best the bus strategy can be applied to Brent to produce 
additional and enhanced services that satisfy all the transport authorities and meet the travel and accessibility needs of local residents. 
 
 
Brent considers that the following matters must be addressed / resolved: 
 
 A mitigation package of £5M, index linked to the annual growth in the Construction Price Index, should be provided and ring fenced with a forthcoming S106 agreement for 

works and other requirements, including traffic management and parking, for Brent Council to maintain the amenity, accessibility of the environment to local residents and 
business communities within the affected areas of LB Brent, namely Dollis Hill area from A5 to A4088 Neasden Lane. 
 
The mitigation package of £5M comprises the following:- 

o Area wide traffic management and calming measures - £1.5m 
o Traffic signal control within the area, and SW junctions with Neasden Lane - £1.1m 
o Design, surveys, consultation for the above - £0.6m 
o Area wide parking scheme for 6,000+ residential properties / commercial premises - £0.65m 
o Design, surveys, consultation for the above - £0.2m 
o Reduced Price / Free permit scheme for 4 years - £0.95m 

 
 
Comments: 
The Consolidated Transport Fund includes provision for making a contribution to the provision of appropriate traffic management measures in Brent. Together with any 
schemes that may be identified in Camden a figure of £1.25m will be provided for contributions to measures in those two boroughs. However there is flexibility in the Transport 
Fund to increase this amount if necessary, even up to the full £5m requested, although this is currently felt to be an unrealistically high amount, and will be clarified via ongoing 
monitoring of the scheme, and in the case of LB Brent, also through the A5 Corridor Study. Both Brent and Camden will have an opportunity for detailed involvement in the 
discussion and monitoring of transport issues as members of the TAG. 
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 An enforceable Route Management and Servicing Strategy should be prepared and provided in consultation with Brent Council for the Waste Handling Facility and the Rail 

Freight Facility prior to their implementation. 
 
Comments: 
This is agreed and the appropriate conditions are included at this stage and will also be considered in detail as part of the relevant RMA. 
 
 
 The design, operation and control issues raised in Brent Council’s initial objection to the A5/Humber Road/Waste Handling Facility and the A5/Dollis Hill Lane/Oxgate 

Gardens/MML Bridge Link need to be resolved to Brent Council’s satisfaction. 
 
Comments: 
The concerns of Brent are acknowledged and, assuming the outline application is approved, this will also grant detailed approval for these junctions, and the Developers will 
work with the highway authorities, via the A5 Corridor Study, and the Highways Act section 278 approval process to agree the detailed layout, design and operation of the 
proposed junction improvements.  
 
  
 Brent Council will be required to sign off the acceptability of those junction design, control and improvement works along the A5 for which it is joint Highway and Traffic 

Authority for the A5 with LB Barnet as part of the forthcoming necessary S278 agreement. 
 
Comments: 
This is agreed, and not only will Brent be joint ‘client’ with Barnet and TfL for the A5 corridor study, but they will also have statutory powers of approval, jointly with Barnet under 
the Highways Act, to approve the detailed A5 junction improvement schemes. 
 
 
 An A5 Corridor Study should be undertaken, the scope and funding of which needs to be acceptable to Brent Council.  The study would have the specific remit of 

identifying and agreeing an appropriate traffic management, control and mitigation strategy for the A5 and Dollis Hill and Cricklewood areas acceptable to Brent Council, 
amongst others, including potential alterations to the operation of the junction improvement proposals as currently designed.  The strategy and elements of the strategy will 
also need to be subject to public consultation.  Brent Council would also need to agree to the subsequent promotion of traffic regulation orders on its local roads as part of 
an acceptable strategy which themselves will be subject to public and statutory consultation.   

 
Comments: 
The A5 Corridor Study scope has been agreed between the Developers and the transport authorities including London Borough of Brent. 
 
 
 Brent Council requires an immediate review of the Final Bus Strategy with TfL London Buses, LB Barnet and the Developers is undertaken. 
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Comments 
A meeting has been held involving TfL London Buses, and Brent to discuss and review in detail the bus service improvements to be implemented in relation to the BXC 
scheme with minuits circulated to attendees and Barnet. It is expected that this engagement will continue in the future via TAG. 
 
 
 Brent Council becomes a full member of the proposed Transport Advisory Group. 
 
Comments: 
This point is agreed. Adjacent authorities, including the LB Brent, will be invited to participate in the TAG. 
 
 
 Brent also wrote to the Council on 29th May, setting out a number of conditions they wanted included. 
 
Comments: 
Brent ‘s request for conditions to be included in the proposed planning permission have been generally covered in the draft conditions and planning obligations as proposed 
and contained in Appendix 1 to this report. 
 
 
 
Dollis Hill Residents Association - OBJECTION 
 
 There is high traffic saturation with long delays and queues on the northbound A5 approach to Staples Corner/ A406, particularly in the afternoon peak, but also in the 

morning peak. We consider that the northbound A5 slip road into the junction needs an extra lane that is long enough to prevent a lengthy tailback that blocks up traffic 
flow. We would like to see some additional space acquired to allow another left filter lane to run into the westbound A406 to prevent such traffic from tailing back or cutting 
through the rat runs in our residential streets to the west of the A5. It is also important that the northbound A5 traffic that will turn right onto the eastbound A406, which the 
model shows to be heavy in the afternoon peak, is accommodated in the slip road lanes so it does not tail back. The proposed bus lane in the northbound A5 stretches too 
near to the Staples Corner roundabout and cuts down the effectiveness of the left filter lane. We do not think that these small stretches of bus lane will help traffic flow as 
cars will keep needing to pull into and out of the left lane. 

 
Comments: 
The existing traffic volumes at the key junctions are acknowledged to present problems at times.  The Transport Assessment has modelled the A5/A406/M1 junction, both with 
and without the scheme and proposed improvement.  The conclusions show that this junction will not function if left without any improvement at 2026, as a result of the 
increases in background traffic which can be expected.  However, the proposed junction improvements will allow the junction to operate with the forecast traffic flows.  The 
junction layouts have been approved by the relevant highway authorities as being fit for purpose.  The queuing at the fully signal controlled junction will be well within the slip 
road lanes that are referred to.  With regard to the bus lane suggestions, the proposals do not include bus lanes, but all traffic including buses will be able to move more 
efficiently through this improved junction. 
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 The traffic modelling shows saturations of over 90% in the morning and afternoon peak along Dollis Hill Lane, but the discussion provided by the Developers minimises 
this. We are very concerned by the amount of traffic along this road and all of the cut through taken once vehicles enter it. We think that the junction of Dollis Hill Lane with 
the A5 and the adjacent junction of Oxgate Gardens with the A5 need very careful design to prevent heavy congestion in the short length of the A5 that falls between these 
two junctions. We are not convinced that the use of lanes, lights and planning of bus routes is improving this flow. The buses turning left out of Dollis Hill Lane onto the 
northbound A5 need to manoeuvre within a very short distance into the right lane to turn over the new bridge; this will add to congestion. 

 
Comments: 
A 90% saturation figure illustrates that the network in this location still operates  within capacity.   With regard to the close proximity of the Oxgate Gardens and Dollis Hill 
junctions with the A5, then this section will operate satisfactorily because the design treats them as one junction in terms of signal timings and layout and officers are satisfied 
with the junction assessments. Under the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule and relevant planning conditions and obligations  the A5 Corridor Study will be required to be 
carried out before the development begins. This will include examining any local traffic management measures that should be provided, if needed, in the future to deter 
traffic using Dollis Hill Lane, if it is found from monitoring to be in excess of the forecasts in the Transport Assessment.  The Developers will be responsible for the reasonable 
and proper costs of necessary mitigation measures needed to mitigate any unforeseen impacts that arise in the A5 Corridor Study and which are likely to arise due to the 
introduction of the BXC proposals. 
 
 
 We also remain concerned about the proposals for a waste transfer facility off the A5 and the environmental impact and traffic it will cause. We would like consideration to 

be made of using land immediately adjacent to Staples Corner, just below PC World on the east side of the railway track. This will be closer to the A406 along which much 
of the traffic from the boroughs using the waste facility will travel. It will avoid the need for large numbers of lorries in peak times turning right into and out of the waste 
transfer facility. The modelling for peak times does not include this traffic effectively as the peak times for waste lorries coincides with the later part of the morning peak. As 
the precise methods for processing the waste are not yet clear, we are concerned about potential emissions, including particulates, as well as noise. We have visited the 
Frog Island treatment centre which has some similar aspects to those proposed. We are also concerned about any potential emissions from the power plant near to 
Staples Corner. We want to see details of emissions from any proposed waste and power facilities as well as firm planning constraints to ensure high safety and 
environmental standards before any planning permission is given to such facilities. The waste facility is an early part of the whole development. We do not want to see this 
built and then the funding for the remainder of the development dry up so that it is delayed or never built. 

 
Comments: 
The location for the Waste Handling Facility to the west of the railway line has been identified in the adopted Barnet UDP and area Development Framework, and furthermore 
there are operational reasons (set out elsewhere in this report) as to why a location on the western side of the track (adjacent to the freight lines and having existing 
connections to those lines at this site) is considered to be the most appropriate by the Council and relevant authorities.  The number of heavy lorry movements being removed 
from this area during the operational phase of the development as a result of extinguished uses is significantly greater than the number being introduced by the provision 
of the new waste processing facility. See  also response to Bestway above. 
 
 
 We have not seen evidence of any pedestrian bridges over the A5 to help residents and employees in Brent to walk safely to the train station and town centre. It is 

important that they can cross the A5 easily with some ground level accessible crossings as well as footbridges. These need to be built into the designs and to any 
modelling of junctions where time for pedestrian crossing is needed. The A5, which will be widened in places and full of much more heavy traffic, can become a barrier 
between Brent and Barnet unless this pedestrian access is addressed. 
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Comments: 
New pedestrian crossings are being provided at grade across the A5 in two locations to provide direct links to the new town centre and the station.  In addition, a new bridge 
(pedestrian and cycles only) over the A5/A406/M1 junction is proposed between the new station and the area north west of the junction.   Access across the MML railway lines 
is provided for in the Geron Way pedestrian bridge link into the station interchange area and the A5 Link Road over the MML bridge.  It is considered that the use of at grade 
crossing for pedestrians is preferable to bridges in the case of the A5, as pedestrians would not generally be prepared to go up and over a bridge where the land on each 
side is level and the provision of safe facilities in the form of at-grade facilities provides the best overall solution. The A5 Corridor Study and the Area Wide Walking and 
Cycling Study will include reviewing pedestrian crossing facilities and their detailed design as part of the proposed junction improvements. 

 
 
 
 
  
 We are concerned about the Developers’ response to leaving the train station until well after a number of businesses are up and running, based on their modelled 

transport figures. With all of the disruption caused by the many building works as well as the gradually increasing demand from residents and employees, we consider it 
important to press for the train station to be in place as soon as possible, albeit providing a less frequent train service than the 8 trains per hour planned. We are also not 
convinced that the final planned 8 trains per hour, cut from the proposed 12 trains initially planned, will be sufficient and think that revised models should be required 
periodically during stages of the development.  

 
Comments: 
The principal demand for the train station is driven by the employees of the commercial premises in the Station Quarter Development Zone.  Given the strategic location of 
BXC it should be an attractive location for high quality offices if a high quality range of services and facilitates is first created.  The commercial quarter (and the train station) 
are therefore anticipated to be delivered in the latter phases.  Chapter 11 of Volume 1 and Appendix VII of Volume 2 (Part 2) of the TA set out a sensitivity test which assesses 
the trigger for the station.  It considered the transport impact of the delivery of all development floor space less 300,000 sq.m of office floor space in the Station Quarter 
Development Zone and without the train station.  The test demonstrates a forecast reduction of public transport trips of 9,800 person trips in the AM peak hour and 7,300 
person trips in the PM peak hour when compared with the full development or end state.  The lower level of employment results in a lower level of usage of Thameslink.  
There was some evidence of transfer to the Northern Line but this was not significant and there is adequate capacity on the Northern Line to accommodate the additional 
trips.  The test concludes that there is no significant change to the previously predicted impacts on the highway network.  Overall the impact on the highway and public 
transport of not building the station at any earlier stage of the development is compensated-for by a 75% reduction of office trips.  As a result the trigger is considered to have 
been robustly assessed. 
 
A further sensitivity test was carried out to demonstrate that a high level of service to the new BXC station could still be provided with 8 tph.  In overall capacity terms, the 
sensitivity test concluded that the public transport network would operate satisfactorily with the service reduction from 12tph to 8tph at the new BXC Railway Station.   
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 122

 
 
TfL and GLA 
 
Having considered the GLA Stage 1 report, the Mayor expressed his support for the principle of the proposed development and the benefits it will deliver.  There are, however, a 
number of outstanding issues which need to be resolved, and areas where clarification is required, before the application is referred back to the Mayor for final determination.  
These issues are fully documented in the attached report and must all be satisfactorily addressed; however, the Mayor is particularly ... concerned about the transport....... aspects 
of the scheme. The transport issues of concern were summarised as follows in the GLA response letter and are addressed below:  
 
 
 Car Parking: the parking provision proposed in the application is beyond the level which would normally be acceptable for a town centre development as advocated in 

London Plan Policy 3C.24.  This concern relates to not only residential car parking but to parking for other uses including retail and office.  
 
Comment:   
There has been close and constructive discussion with TfL and the GLA on this matter and the Council has required the Developers to make a number of modifications to the 
proposed parking provision. Parking for key land uses, namely residential, retail and offices, have all been capped at lower levels than those previously proposed. The residential 
parking cap is proposed to be progressive with the maximum standard reducing from a ratio of 1:1 for the first 2000 of the approximately 7550 units to 0:7 in the later phases (the 
last 2500 units). The reduced levels of parking are intended to apply progressively and in line with the improved public transport coming on stream.  There are also caps on the 
amount of employment parking at 1,000 spaces, and on the major retail uses such as the BXSC and Tesco car parks, which are in accordance with (or below) the London Plan 
maximum parking standards.  
 
 Public transport provision:  for this application to be considered acceptable there must be closer integration of transport and spatial development. In accordance with 

London Plan Policies 3C.1 and 3C.2 it will be necessary to front load public transport infrastructure. The applicant is strongly advised to reconsider their position. The Mayor 
may be able to accept the level of car parking proposed if more public transport improvements are to be front loaded into the scheme.  Otherwise, a reduction in the amount 
of car parking proposed will be expected. 

 
Section 106: it is essential that Transport for London is, along with Barnet Council and the applicant, made a party to the section 106 agreement.  The development 
represents one of the largest in London with a lengthy implementation period, and one which has far reaching implications for strategic road, rail, Underground, walking and 
cycling networks.   

 
Comment:   
The Council has agreed that TfL will be a party to the section 106 agreement. The section 106 Heads of Terms set out detailed mechanisms for protecting the strategic and 
transport network and how TfL will be fully involved in a detailed and closely collaborative process of control mechanisms to ensure that the proposed development is delivered 
in a manner which is consistent with the assessment in the TA. This is particularly detailed in the Matrix/Transport Reports Schedule appended to the section 106 Heads of 
Terms and will ensure that, throughout the lengthy implementation period, Transport Reports for each Phase and (at the reserved matters application stage) for each Plot are 
submitted to the LPA. These will be required to demonstrate that the development will be delivered and operated  on a basis which will be consistent with the transport impacts 
forecast in the TA and to require the provision of accelerated or additional mitigation measures if, and to the extent that, these transport forecast impacts exceed those 
predicted in the TA.   
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In terms of public transport provision, the developers have now committed to pay, through the section 106 agreement, a bus subsidy for the introduction of new, improved and 
extended bus services in the area, totalling £11.5m and, of this, £4.3m is proposed to be paid on commencement of phase 1, and it has been agreed between the Developers and 
the transport authorities that this can be spent in a flexible manner by TfL in collaboration with Barnet (and other boroughs affected by the development) in a manner which will 
optimise the public transport benefits in order to mitigate the impacts and serve the needs of the scheme. TfL and the Council are therefore able to deliver a better range of front 
loaded bus services than was previously envisaged and it is anticipated that TfL’s  concerns in this respect will be allayed. The development is also providing public transport and 
highway infrastructure to enable the public transport network to be improved including interchange works, bus priority measures through the site and bus stop improvements. All 
these are secured through Conditions and the section 106 Heads of Terms. 
 
 
 Bus station: following detailed discussion, the Mayor broadly accepts the proposed location subject to agreeing the most efficient circulation routes for both pedestrians and 

buses to and from the new location, to ensure that in both cases journey times are convenient and reduced to a minimum. This acceptance is also based upon the 
understanding that TfL’s operational concerns, as set out in the attached Stage 1 report, should be satisfactorily addressed.  

 
Comment:  
There has been detailed engagement between the council, Developers and TfL to discuss the proposed bus station and TfL’s concerns have been addressed through the agreed 
design principles, as set out in the Conditions and section 106 Heads of Terms.  
 
 
Transportation issues as stated in the GLA Stage One report (11TH February 2009) 
Transport for London’s detailed concerns included within GLA Stage One report are summarised in the main body of the Stage 1 report and then set out in more detail in TfL’s 
technical appendix to the report. The following bullet list is taken from the summary in the Main Report and the Barnet officers’ responses to each point are set out. 
 
 The transportation issues are complex and far reaching due largely to the inaccessible and segregated nature of the development caused by strategic roads and railway lines.  

There are capacity problems at each of the key highway and public transport gateways into the site, which suffer from severe congestion during weekday peak periods and at 
weekends.  The location of existing public transport nodes with the exception of the existing bus station are divorced from the core of the regeneration area which makes 
accessibility difficult and highlights the need for significant front loading of public transport provision in this area.  These problems are such that the assessment of 
transportation effects and proposed mitigation must be robust. 
 

Comment:   
The officers agree that this scheme involves the complexities and challenges that are alluded to in this paragraph of the Stage 1 report.  It is considered that the critical 
infrastructure proposed by the applicants will to a very large extent overcome the barriers and capacity problems mentioned, and that the scheme will also achieve a high degree 
of integration with the transport network and that public transport accessibility will be considerably improved within the site when the scheme is completed. 
The officers agree with the comment that the assessment of the transportation effects and proposed mitigation must be robust and have been working closely with TfL and the 
officers of the Highways Agency and adjoining boroughs to achieve the required degree of robustness.  The officers consider that the TA (and its supplementary reports) are a 
reliable basis for the determination of this application and that the framework of control and mitigation included in the proposed planning conditions and the draft section 106 
Heads of Terms will ensure that the necessary quality of assessment and mitigation will be achieved as the scheme progresses. This proposed framework of control is explained 
more fully in the 9.7 of this report and later in this section. 
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 TfL supports the masterplan objective, which seeks to deliver a comprehensive town centre development including improved public transport, walking and cycling at 
Cricklewood and Brent Cross.  TfL’s main concerns are surrounding phasing and delivery and in particular the lack of robust interim assessments for each development 
phase.  TfL is particularly concerned about the lack of a clear sequencing of development beyond phase 1 (PDP). 

 
Comment:   
The Council and the Developers have engaged closely with TfL and the other relevant highway authorities and it has been agreed that it is unrealistic and inappropriate for 
such a large scheme to commit to produce full interim phased Transport Assessments at this stage linked to a rigid phased delivery programme, which may or may not be 
achievable. The likely timescale for implementation is over 20 years and the scope of each phase, and indeed the number of phases themselves is very likely to change as the 
scheme proceeds.  As far as the officers are aware,  no major regeneration scheme of this scale and complexity has ever committed to a rigid programme of delivery, or even 
(in most cases)  to a definitive first phase (for example, Stratford, Kings Cross etc).   
 
In detailed consultation with the Developers and TfL, it has been agreed that programming and phasing of the proposed BXC development will be generally tied to the 
parameters and principles as to the sequencing and approximate duration of operations for the delivery of critical infrastructure, as set out in the indicative construction 
programme which is appended to the section 106 Heads of Terms. Any changes will need to be approved by the Council on the basis that changes will only be permitted if they 
are in accordance with the EIA process and the need to secure comprehensive regeneration.  These parameters and principles are also reflected in the Indicative Phasing 
Parameter Plan, to which the planning permission will also be tied, in order that the LPA will have reasonable control over any applications to change the detailed phasing or 
programming of the development at the appropriate time for delivery. 
 
The delivery of a sustainable and balanced town centre is clearly at the heart of the UDP vision.  Therefore the Developers have been required in the planning conditions and 
obligations to commit to delivery of Phase 1 as a minimum if they implement the planning permission.  This is considered by officers to be a positive position and it should help 
to meet the TfL’s concerns as expressed in this part of the Stage 1 report.   
 
With the comprehensive framework of controls contained in the draft conditions and section 106 Heads of Terms (including the detailed delivery plans, the requirement for 
approval of Matrix/PTRs, the triggers and thresholds conditions and the requirement for critical transport infrastructure within any Phase or Sub-Phase to be “committed”, by 
means of completed highways agreements and bonds before that Phase or Sub-Phase can begin), the officers advise that this point is satisfactorily addressed and the 
transport system will be able to cope with the development impacts as they arise, and TfL (and the Council) can be assured that improvements will be delivered in a timely 
manner. These matters are more fully explained elsewhere in this report and particularly in section 9.7. 
 
 
 The applicant has proposed a series of development triggers and infrastructure improvements; however the rationale behind them is not yet clearly articulated or calibrated.  

TfL will work with Barnet Council and the applicant in order to try and ensure that the approach to phasing and triggers is robust. 
 
Comment:   
Barnet officers shared TfL’s concern that the TA did not specifically justify all of the triggers relating to transport infrastructure and so in discussions with the applicants it required 
sensitivity testing and other information to ensure that there was a reasonable basis for them.  To some extent they are based on judgement and logistical considerations and the 
officers (in conjunction with TfL and the Highways Agency) required other controls to be included in the framework.  These are principally in the form of Phase Transport Reports 
which will be required to be submitted and approved before any development can begin in any of the phases and the Reserved Matters Transport Reports which must be 
submitted and approved before any reserved matters applications can be made for plot development as part of the scheme.  The purpose of these transport reports will be to 
ensure that the impacts of the proposed development on the transport network are consistent with the forecasts in the TA for the 2026 End State when all of the mitigation 
measures are in place.  This will be addressed by reference to specific Benchmarks and criteria set out in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule.  Each transport report will 
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be prepared in accordance with a specification and scope approval, to be obtained from the LPA in consultation with TfL, and will address an area of concern which is intended to 
ensure that both the local and the strategic transport network will perform satisfactorily. 
 
There is also a requirement for the submission of an A5 Corridor Study and an Area Wide Walking and Cycling Study to ensure that the BXC Scheme integrates acceptably with 
the local highway network around the site and that impacts in the surrounding local highway network are appropriately mitigated. 
 
Barnet officers believe that TfL’s concerns in this respect will be resolved by the framework of control and mitigation that is proposed for this scheme, which is exceptional in its 
rigour and degree of control during the progression of the development. 
 
 
 The Transport Assessment (TA) includes a number of transport improvements but does not sufficiently demonstrate how mitigation measures contribute to achieving mode 

share as the development proceeds.  The achievement of mode split targets is vital to the success of the development, however the means of achieving these targets is 
currently lacking. 

 
Comment:   
Barnet officers agree with TfL that it is important to ensure that the modal split assumptions are progressively achieved as the proposed development proceeds.  It is considered 
that the proposed framework of control and mitigation will have that purpose.  This is particularly covered in the Matrix and Transport Reports Schedule. 
 
In the first place, mode split will be a benchmark to be considered in the Matrix which will inform decisions  as to the scope and specification of transport reports and will take 
account of the monitoring data. Where it is appropriate in order to ensure that the network performance outcomes are consistent with the TA, further measures may be required in 
securing approval to the Transport Report: this may take the form of accelerating mitigation measures planned for later or it may include additional mitigation measures along the 
lines identified in the Framework Travel Plan. 
 
Mode share is to be considered in two dimensions in the framework of control.  In the first place, the modal split assumptions for the peak hour for the Phase 1 assessment will be 
considered and extrapolated forward to other phases to ensure that progressive improvement is achieved in the peak hours where required so as to ensure consistency with the 
TA forecasts as to congestion on the network.  The Transport Reports will also take account of whether the progressive modal split targets, as contained in the Framework Travel 
Plan in the form of daily averages, are being achieved as the scheme proceeds.  These targets are indicators of progress being made by the scheme in terms of encouraging 
sustainable transport choices. 
 
Taken along with such matters as the individual travel plans for schools, work places and residential buildings and the measures to encourage the carriage of freight by rail, it is 
considered that the framework of control and monitoring proposed for this scheme will help to ensure the achievement of the mode share targets assumed in the TA. 
 
Finally and at least equally importantly, the developers commitments in the  planning obligations to deliver the critical infrastructure for each phase in accordance with the detailed 
delivery programmes will have considerable impact on the achievement of modal shifts by creating attractive options in terms of the public transport facilities and services, as well 
as facilities and routes to encourage walking and cycling as an alternative to car travel.  This will include considerable improvements to bus services and facilities from early in the 
development process (such as a new and/or improved Brent Cross Bus Station and bus stops in and around the site plus bus subsidies and RTS to improve services) to the new 
railway station on the western part of the site which will come forward in the later phases of the development and is predicted to have a dramatic impact on modal splits. 
 
 There are clear barriers to delivery, which could be overcome through pump priming of the bus network, enhanced cycle and pedestrian accessibility, and through highway 

improvements, which allow for additional bus priority.  Given the severity of highway congestion and the need to ensure that the mode split targets are achieved, car parking 
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must be restrained from the outset. This should be balanced with significant public transport improvements being provided in advance of development thresholds being 
reached. 

 
Comment:   
Barnet officers agree fully with TfLs concern to ensure that there is front-loaded funding to encourage sustainable transport choices as well as to ensure that there is sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the trips generated by the Scheme from as early a point in the development process as is reasonably practicable.  This is a matter of balance and 
judgement, taking account of the need to achieve a deliverable development, and it is considered that the proposed section 106 Heads of Terms will generally provide the right 
level of funding and delivery commitments across the spectrum of transportation infrastructure. 
 
The £11.5m proposed bus subsidy which will be payable under the Section 106 agreement, including £4.3m to be paid prior to commencement of phase 1, and the agreed 
flexibility in using those funds which will enable TfL and the Council to spend the contribution on improving a range of local bus services “up front”, will assist in addressing this key 
issue. With respect to walking and cycling, in addition to the comprehensive proposals set out in the TA, the Developers will be required under the planning conditions and the 
section 106 agreement to carry out studies along the A5 corridor and also around the rest of the site, as part of an area wide walking and cycling study, to provide further means 
to better integrate the scheme with local key walking attractors and local and strategic cycle routes.  
 
 The applicant has proposed a package of public transport improvements as part of phase 1 (PDP), some of these proposals are welcomed but TfL is expecting the applicant 

to commit to delivering a more substantial proportion of the overall transportation package during phase 1 (PDP) in order to safeguard against the lack of sequencing beyond 
this phase.  This will ensure that public transport, walking and cycling is efficient and attractive to all users. 

 
Comment:   
The preceding response addresses this point also. 
 
 Importantly, TfL must be a section 106 party in order to ensure that public transport improvements are provided when they are needed.  Barnet Council and TfL must 

through this application retain the ability to carry out their duty as highway authorities and be able fulfil their responsibility to provide London with the highest quality public 
transport, walking and cycling networks.  The mechanisms put forward by the applicant for assessing the development post permission are yet to be agreed with Barnet 
Council and TfL.  TfL will, however, continue to work with the Council and the applicant to address these concerns. 

 
Comment:   
Barnet has agreed that TfL should be party to the section 106 agreement and is proposing the setting up a Transport Strategy Group (TSG) to ensure that STN Applications 
and CTF Decisions are (insofar as is lawful and reasonable) determined collaboratively and in a closely coordinated decision-making process in accordance with the TSG 
Terms of Reference which are appended to the section 106 Heads of Terms.  These heads of terms are designed to ensure that decisions are made jointly and efficiently and 
provides for a dispute resolution hierarchy in the event that case officers are unable to reach agreement.  It is considered unlikely that Barnet and TfL will fail to agree the basis 
for reaching decisions on these matters when these arrangements are implemented. 
 
It should also be noted that the planning permission will not compromise the proper exercise of statutory functions and powers by TfL or Barnet or any other highway authority.  
The planning permission will be one authorisation that is required for this development to proceed but there are may others that will also be required, including several that will 
involve highways and transportation powers.  TfL as the strategic transport authority for London will have its powers fully intact as a result of the permission and the proposed 
planning conditions include a requirement to obtain all necessary consents for critical infrastructure within a phase or sub-phase of the development before development can 
begin in that phase. 
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There are several mechanisms for ensuring post-permission assessments to ensure that the transport impacts of the BXC Scheme are consistent with the TA forecasts and 
that additional mitigation measures are provided to achieve that objective where required. These mechisms have been described above and they have been agreed with TfL 
and the applicants in  a thorough and rigorous process of negotiation over the past several months. It is understood that TfL officers are satisfied that they will provide a robust 
framework of control and that this concern has been satisfactorily addressed.  
 
 A detailed appraisal of the transport aspects of the scheme and outstanding issues is provided in the Appendix to Stage 1 report to the Mayor. These issues must be 

resolved before the application can be considered to comply with the London Plan, Cricklewood, Brent Cross and West Hendon Opportunity Area Planning Framework 
and the Mayor’s emerging transport strategy.  

 
Comment: 
All the issues raised by TfL in their Appendix have subsequently been discussed in detail between officers of the Council, and of TfL, and with the Developers. In summary, it is 
considered that the detailed concerns of TfL have effectively been resolved by the comprehensive framework of controls and funding commitments now incorporated into the 
draft conditions and the section 106 Heads of Terms. 
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