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1.   EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report describes the public consultation responses to the Cycleway proposed 
between Kensington High Street and Notting Hill.  The report provides officers’ 
comments on those responses and seeks your approval to implement the route. 

 
2.   RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that: 
 
a) You note the officer responses to the consultation comments, in Appendix B. 
b) You approve construction of the route from Kensington High Street to Notting 

Hill, as shown in the designs in Appendix C, and 
c) You note the traffic management order changes described in Appendix D. 
 

3. REASONS FOR DECISION 

3.1  Having considered the responses made during the consultation, and officers’ 
comments on those responses, I believe it is appropriate and proportionate to 
proceed to the construction of the route.  



4. BACKGROUND 

4.1. Encouraging more trips by walking, cycling and public transport and fewer by 
private car is one of the borough’s six transport objectives. Cycleways are 
designed primarily for people who have considered getting on a bike, but are put 
off by the idea of sharing busy roads with lorries and buses. They also appeal to 
some of the growing numbers of people who already cycle but prefer to use clear, 
direct routes along quiet side streets rather than busier main roads.  

4.2. In 2017, the Council completed the first phase of the Quietway cycle route 
programme, funded by Transport for London.  In October 2018 and March 2019, 
the Council consulted on the first two of a further five routes that will form ‘Phase 
2a’.  Construction of the first of these five routes, from Kensington High Street to 
Holland Park Roundabout was completed in May 2019. 

4.3. In December 2018, TfL introduced new criteria for local authorities wishing to 
designate roads as Cycleways, including tighter standards on acceptable traffic 
speeds and flows.  Roads not meeting these standards would require intervention.  
Transport for London believes that routes built to these higher standards are more 
likely to lead to a growth in cycling, especially by people who have considered 
getting on a bike but are put off by the idea of sharing busy roads with motor 
vehicles.  

4.4. This document refers to the consultation carried out for the third Phase 2a route, 
beginning on Melbury Road and running broadly north to join the cycle route known 
as Q2 at Blenheim Crescent.  This route is intended to form part of a longer route 
continuing south across Kensington High Street and Cromwell Road under Phase 
2b of the programme.  This report describes the comments received during this 
consultation.  

4.5. It should be noted that this consultation ran alongside Transport for London’s 
consultation on a major walking and cycling scheme on Holland Park Avenue and 
Notting Hill Gate.   Sixty-eight of the 213 comments submitted to this consultation 
very clearly showed the respondent was in fact commenting on TfL’s scheme. For 
example, ‘my biggest reservation is that so many trees are going to be felled’. 
These comments are not included in the report. Where comments were 
ambiguous or where they related to both the TfL scheme and the Kensington High 
Street to Notting Hill Cycleway, these comments have been included.  The Council 
published a statement in mid-June which set out its reasons for opposing the TfL 
proposals for Holland Park Avenue and Notting Hill Gate. The Council received a 
large number of emails and letters from local residents that expressed significant 
concerns about the impacts of the scheme. In particular, the loss of 26 trees, the 
removal of two bus stops, and TfL’s own forecasts of increased traffic congestion.  
The north-south Cycleway that is the subject of this Key Decision report, although 
it could have connected to the TfL scheme, is not dependent on it.  

5.   PROPOSAL AND ISSUES   



5.1 The consultation documents and feedback survey were available on the Council 
consultations website from 13 May to 12 June 2019.  Letters signposting residents 
to the consultation were distributed to 3,280 households along the length of the 
proposed route.  125 responses were received through the online survey. We also 
received 17 responses by email and three letters.  Written responses were also 
received from the London Cycling Campaign and the Freight Transport 
Association. 
 

5.2 Fifty-nine per cent of all respondents to the survey supported the proposals in full 
(47 individuals) or in part (38 individuals).  Amongst those who described 
themselves as a resident, the proportion was slightly lower at 53 per cent.  
  

  
 

5.3 One hundred and six respondents supplied comments to the consultation.  Details 
of the comments made about the route are included in Appendix B, along with 
officer responses to each. However, I have highlighted the three main issues 
below. 

Conflict with pedestrians 

 
5.4 Twenty respondents believed the proposals would increase the risk of collisions 

between cyclists and pedestrians, in particular older people or children. Eight were 
concerned that designating a Cycleway would greatly increase both the numbers 
of cyclists and the speed at which they ride. Eleven of these were concerned about 
the proposed sections of shared use pavement to enable cyclists to use the toucan 
crossings across Holland Park Avenue.  Four were concerned that a potential 
increase in cyclists using the carriageway of Norland Square would harm 
pedestrians crossing the road.  Four respondents were concerned that the 
proposal to provide a separate path on what is currently a stepped section between 
Walmer Road and Hippodrome Mews would adversely affect pedestrians – two 
believed this would take place on the cycle link itself and two believed cyclists using 
the carriageway would conflict with pedestrians crossing and vehicles exiting 
Hippodrome Mews.    
 

5.5 There is no evidence to suggest that designating roads as recommended cycle 
routes increases collisions between cyclists and pedestrians. We expect that the 
number of bikes will increase but there is no obvious reason why they would be 
ridden at high speeds. All of us will have experienced uncomfortable or dangerous 
situations as pedestrians when a cyclist has ridden at speed along a pavement. 



So we understand that people will naturally be concerned if the Council seeks to 
authorise cycling on a section of pavement. But it’s important to note that there is 
a difference between having a cyclist ride at speed straight at you, or from behind, 
and sharing a clearly signed section of pavement where cyclists will be negotiating 
a 90 degree turn, before pausing and waiting to cross alongside pedestrians when 
the traffic is held. It is therefore unlikely they will traverse these areas at high speed 
as a result of the proposed cycle crossing facility.  We have implemented similar 
shared space sections on North Pole Road and King’s Road.  In respect of Norland 
Square and Portland Road/Hippodrome Mews, these sections of the proposed 
route remain carriageway and pedestrians crossing - or in the case of Hippodrome 
Mews - drivers exiting, should follow the Highway Code and look both ways 
carefully before moving. They should do so now in any case, as pedestrians are 
currently free to walk through this area. Where we propose a new ramped section 
for cyclists to use from Hippodrome Mews to Walmer Road, this would be in 
addition to the existing footpath and is designed to remove, rather than increase, 
the potential for collisions between pedestrians and people on bicycles.   

Segregated Cycle Lane 
 

5.6 Seventeen respondents believed the proposals were to introduce a segregated 
cycle lane along the route and cited concerns about loss of car parking and 
increased congestion and poor air quality.  This is not the case and none of the 
proposal drawings showed a segregated – or unsegregated - lane.  Segregation is 
not necessary on any of the roads on this route, because either the traffic flows 
and speeds along the length of the proposed Cycleway already meet TfL’s quality 
criteria, or because we are proposing measures to meet them – such as the speed 
humps on Melbury Road where speeds are slightly higher than the required 
25mph.  In broad terms, we expect that if safer routes for cycling are provided, 
more people will feel confident traveling by bike and reduce their use of the private 
car, thereby helping to reduce congestion and poor air quality.   

Proposals do not go far enough 

 
5.7 Twelve respondents believed the proposals do not go far enough to provide safe 

provision for cyclists or to help pedestrians, and some of them made several 
suggestions.  Of these, six respondents wanted the scheme to include more 
speed-reducing measures such as 20mph limits or speed humps.  Six of the twelve 
respondents wanted a segregated cycle lane, but did not specify which parts of the 
route should be segregated.  Six wanted a new pedestrian crossing – of these 
three wanted a shared cyclist/pedestrian crossing from Melbury Road across 
Kensington High Street, and three wanted a new crossing across Abbotsbury Road 
near Oakwood Lane to provide easier access to Holland Park.  Six people wanted 
more measures to reduce traffic volumes, such as modal filters (roads accessible 
to cyclists and pedestrians only, filters on rat-running, or restrictions on larger 
vehicles for example).  Two participants suggested that Clarendon Cross should 
be the preferred alignment.    
 

5.8 Where speed or traffic volume reduction measures have not been proposed, this 
is because the roads already meet TfL’s Cycle Route Quality Criteria.  These 



criteria, amongst other items, require the design of new routes to mix people 
cycling with motorised traffic only where the 85th percentile speed is less than 
25mph and where there are fewer than 500 motor vehicles per hour at peak times.   
If these conditions are not met, interventions must be proposed to address them.  
Similarly, the criteria only requires light segregation where there are more than 
1000 motor vehicles per hour at peak and/or where the existing 85th percentile 
speed is more than 30mph.  For the same reasons, modal filters have not been 
proposed other than the existing facility at Princedale Road/Walmer Road. A 
shared crossing across Kensington High Street is likely to be explored as part of 
the second phase of this north-south route.   
 

5.9 When considering introduction of new crossings, the Council takes account of 
personal injury collision records in the local area.  Surveys from October 2017 
show that on Abbotsbury Road close to the junction with Oakwood Lane, speeds 
were under 20mph in both directions.  Officers have also looked at the collision 
statistics for Abbotsbury Road and found that during the most recent three years 
of data that we hold, two collisions were recorded, resulting in slight 
injuries.  Neither of the incidents involved pedestrians. In view of this, it is hard to 
make the case for a new crossing on Abbotsbury Road.   
 

5.10 Clarendon Cross is not part of the proposed alignment as it involves use of the 
Hippodrome Place – which is extremely narrow - to provide access from Princedale 
Road to Clarendon Road, or the use of the paved area between Portland Road 
and Clarendon Cross which is not accessible to bicycles – and which has been 
subject to complaints from local people about dangerous conflicts between bikes 
and pedestrians.   
 

6  OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS  

6.1 Having considered all of the comments made during the consultation, officers 
advise that the designs proposed for the Kensington High Street to Notting Hill 
Cycleway are appropriate and fit for the intended purpose. All the proposed 
designs have been approved by TfL.   

6.2  The proposals would be fully funded from Transport for London’s Central London  
Grid budget. If you approve the construction of the route we would aim to start work 
in early 2020. 

 The options presented to you are: 

i) To approve implementation of the Cycleway route from Kensington High Street 
to Notting Hill subject to the outcome of statutory consultation to amend certain 
traffic management orders as set out in Section 7. This is the option I 
recommend.  
 

ii) To request further changes before implementing any part of the route. I do not 
recommend this option.    

7  CONSULTATION AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 



7.1 The report describes the public consultation undertaken into the Cycleway route in 
paragraph 5.1. Ward members have also been consulted. In addition, we will be 
carrying out statutory consultation on traffic order changes to support the 
implementation of the route. These changes are set out in Appendix D.  

8 HUMAN RESOURCES AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

8.1 The Council has had regard to its Public Sector Equality Duty contained under 
section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 and places a general duty on the Council 
when exercising its functions and the making of such decisions (in this case the 
introduction of a cycle route) to have regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, 
harassment, victimisation, or other prohibited conduct: advance of equality of 
opportunity and foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and those who do not share it. The relevant protected 
characteristics are age, disability, gender assignment, pregnancy and maternity, 
race, religion or belief, sex and sex orientation. The duty also applies to marriage 
and civil partnership but only in relation to the elimination of discrimination.  

9 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

9.1 The Council has the power to implement the aforementioned changes under Part 
V of the Highways Act 1980.  Any changes to traffic signs will be done in 
accordance with the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 (or its 
successor). 

9.2 The Council’s current traffic orders will require variation to reflect the proposals 
identified in Appendix D of this report in accordance with the provisions of the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984, statutory consultation with residents, Ward Councillors 
and stakeholders, together with consultees in accordance with the provisions of 
the Local Authorities Traffic Order (Procedure) (England and Wales) Regulations 
1996 will be conducted as mentioned in paragraph 7.1 above in terms of 
advertising allowing for objections and following the rest of the procedural steps 
necessary for the making of such orders .It is noted that the Council conducted its 
consultation exercise and considered on balance that it should introduce the cycle 
route proposals identified in paragraph two of the recommendations.  

10  FINANCIAL, PROPERTY AND ANY OTHER RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS 

10.1 Feasibility costs to work up the designs and consultation were approximately 
£33k.  These costs were funded by Transport for London’s Cycling Grid 
programme in 2018/19. 

 

10.2 The estimated cost of implementing the Cycleway route from Kensington High 
Street to Notting Hill is £700,000. TfL has already allocated sufficient funds to cover 
the cost of this work. 

Mahmood Siddiqi 
DIRECTOR FOR TRANSPORT, HIGHWAYS, LEISURE AND PARKS 

 



Local Government Act 1972 (as amended) – Background papers used in the 
preparation of this report 

None 

Contact officer(s): Caroline Dubarbier, Sustainable Travel Manager, Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea,  
caroline.dubarbier@rbkc.gov.uk, 020 7361 3766  

 
  

  

  

  

 



APPENDIX A 

 
Other Implications 

 
1. Business Plan 

2. Risk Management 

3. Health and Wellbeing, including Health and Safety Implications 

4. Crime and Disorder 

5. Staffing 

6. Human Rights 

7. Impact on the Environment 

Cycleway routes will help to achieve the Council’s policy of encouraging higher 
levels of cycling, with associated benefits in terms of air quality and climate 
change, and reducing health conditions associated with low activity levels.  

8. Energy measure issues 

9. Sustainability  

10. Communications 

 
 
 

 
 



APPENDIX B 
Resident and visitor comments on the proposals 

 

Comment Officer Response 
1. Conflict with pedestrians 
 
20 respondents believed the proposals 
would increase the risk of collisions 
between cyclists and pedestrians, in 
particular older people or children.  
Eleven of these were concerned about 
the proposed sections of shared use 
pavement to enable cyclists to use the 
toucan crossings across Holland Park 
Avenue.  Four were concerned that a 
potential increase in cyclists using 
Norland Square would harm pedestrians 
crossing the road.  Four respondents 
were concerned that the new proposal at 
Walmer Road/Portland Road would 
adversely affect pedestrians – two 
believed this would take place on the 
area of the proposal itself and two 
believed cyclists would conflict with 
pedestrians crossing and vehicles exiting 
Hippodrome Mews.     

We do not agree that any of the proposals 
increase the risk of collision between pedestrians 
and cyclists. With regard to the proposed shared 
space footway on Holland Park Avenue, cyclists 
wishing to cross would have to pause and wait for 
their turn to cross alongside pedestrians. It is 
therefore unlikely they will traverse these areas at 
high speed.  Toucan crossings with short sections 
of shared use pavement are well established 
across London.  The proposal here includes 
measures to widen the western footway on 
Holland Park west, so that pedestrians and 
cyclists will have more room.  

In respect of Norland Square and Portland 
Road/Hippodrome Mews, these sections of the 
proposed route would remain carriageway.  
Pedestrians crossing Walmer Road would be very 
visible to cyclists and other road users and would 
be at much less risk of a collision with cyclists 
than is currently the case, with pedestrians and 
cyclists sharing a curved path with very poor 
sightlines. In the case of drivers exiting the car 
park onto Hippodrome Mews, they should 
continue to adhere to the Highway Code and look 
both ways carefully before undertaking a 
movement.  They should be doing this already 
since pedestrians use the existing steps. Where 
we propose a new ramped section for cyclists to 
use through Portland Road to Walmer Road, this 
is in addition to the existing footpath so potential 
for collisions is limited.   

 
 

2. Painted Cycle Lane/Segregated 
Cycle Lane 

 
17 respondents believed the proposals 
were to introduce a segregated cycle 
lane along the route and cited concerns 
about loss of car parking, more difficulty 
exiting driveways, and increased 
congestion and poor air quality.   

 

There are no proposals to introduce any type of 
cycle lane as part of this cycle route.  Segregation 
is not necessary on any of the roads on this route, 
because either the traffic flows and speeds along 
the length of the proposed Cycleway meet TfL’s 
quality criteria, or because we are proposing 
measures to meet them – such as the speed 
humps on Melbury Road where speeds slightly 
exceed the 25mph threshold.  In broad terms, we 
expect that if safer routes for cycling are provided, 
more people will feel confident traveling by bike 



and reduce their use of the private car, thereby 
helping to reduce congestion and poor air quality.   

3. Proposals do not go far enough 
 

13 respondents believed the proposals 
do not go far enough to provide safe 
provision for cyclists or to help 
pedestrians.   

• Six respondents wanted more 
speed reducing measures such 
as 20mph limits or speed ramps. 

• Six respondents wanted a 
segregated cycle lane. 

• Six respondents wanted a new 
pedestrian crossing – three 
wanted a shared cyclist/ 
pedestrian crossing from Melbury 
Road across Kensington High 
Street, and three wanted a new 
crossing across Abbotsbury Road 
between the eastern entrance to 
Oakwood Lane to provide easier 
access to Holland Park.   

• Six people wanted more traffic 
volume restricting measures, 
such as modal filters (roads 
accessible to cyclists and 
pedestrians only, filters on rat-
running, or restrictions on larger 
vehicles for example).   

• Three participants suggested that 
Clarendon Cross should be the 
preferred alignment.    

 

Where speed or traffic volume reduction 
measures have not been proposed, this is 
because the roads already meet TfL’s Cycle 
Route Quality Criteria.  These criteria, amongst 
other items, do not require new routes to include 
cycle lanes if the existing 85th percentile speed is 
less than 25mph and if there are fewer than 500 
motor vehicles per hour at peak times.   If these 
conditions are not met, interventions must be 
proposed.  Similarly, the Criteria only require light 
segregation where there are more than 1000 
motor vehicles per hour at peak and/or where the 
existing 85th percentile speed is more than 
30mph.  For the same reasons, new modal filters 
have not been proposed. A shared crossing 
across Kensington High Street is likely to be 
explored as part of the second phase of this 
north-south route.   

When considering introduction of new crossings, 
the Council takes account of personal injury 
collision records in the local area.  Surveys from 
October 2017 show that on Abbotsbury Road 
close to the junction with Oakwood Lane, speeds 
were under 20mph in both directions.  Officers 
have also looked at the collision statistics for 
Abbotsbury Road and found that during the most 
recent three years of data we hold, two collisions 
were recorded, resulting in slight injuries.  Neither 
of the incidents involved pedestrians. In view of 
this, it is hard to make the case for a new crossing 
on Abbotsbury Road. 

Clarendon Cross is not part of the proposed 
alignment as it involves either the use of the 
Hippodrome Place - which is extremely narrow - to 
provide access from Princedale Road to Clarendon 
Road, or the use of the paved area between 
Portland Road and Clarendon Cross which is not 
accessible to bicycles – and which has been 
subject to complaints from local people about 
dangerous conflicts between bikes and 

pedestrians.   

4. Mopeds/Motorcycles 
 
Eleven respondents were concerned 
about mopeds and/or motorcycles using 
the existing cut-throughs on Walmer 

We know that mopeds and motorcycles using the 
existing cut-through between Walmer Road and 
Princedale Road and the path through Walmer 
Road/Portland Road cause residents annoyance. 
The existing cut-through between Walmer Road 
and Princedale Road remains carriageway and 



Road and new proposals for Hippodrome 
Mews.   
 

technically can be used by motorcycles and 
mopeds.  However, it is hoped that the proposals 
for Walmer Road/Portland Road will make illegal 
use by powered two-wheelers less dangerous 
than the existing situation, particularly where we 
are providing a new path for cyclists.  It is likely 
that motorcyclists would use this path rather than 
the existing pedestrian footpath.   
 

5. Funding 
 
Nine respondents believed the proposals 
to be unnecessary and a waste of public 
funding which could be spent in other 
areas such as on social care or housing.   

 

The Cycleways programme is funded by 
Transport for London via the Central London 
Cycling Grid, part of the Mayor of London’s Vision 
for Cycling.  These funds are considered key to 
reduce trips by car, improve health and air quality, 
and so are ring-fenced.  This means the funding 
is allocated for a particular purpose and cannot be 
spent on anything else.  

6. Cyclist Behaviour 
 
Seven respondents suggested that 
cycling facilities should not be provided 
as cyclists exhibit poor behaviour such 
as jumping red lights, cycling on the 
pavement or being abusive.   

The Council does not condone cycling on the 
pavement - except where explicitly allowed - or 
abusive or other poor behaviour.  This behaviour 
is a matter for the Police to enforce. However, the 
fact that a minority of cyclists break traffic laws is 
not a convincing argument against providing 
improved facilities for cycling. Indeed, it is 
generally recognised that introducing safe 
infrastructure for cycling can reduce the fear or 
collisions that can lead some cyclists to cycle on 
the pavement.  

7. Air Quality / Congestion 
 
Seven respondents believed the 
proposals would lead to worsened air 
quality in the local area by increasing 
congestion.  Three of these respondents 
appeared to believe we were introducing 
a segregated cycle lane.   
 

There is no reason why the proposed scheme 
would lead to increased congestion and 
subsequently an increase in poor air quality.  The 
proposals do not include a segregated cycle lane, 
so no lanes of traffic are being removed. 
We expect that if safer routes for cycling are 
provided, more people will feel confident traveling 
by bike and reduce their use of the private car.   
 
 

8. Norland Square / Use of Princedale 
Road 

 
Six residents of Norland Square objected 
to use of the Square as part of the 
Cycleway Route on the grounds that 
cyclists using the carriageway posed a 
danger to pedestrians crossing (See 
response 1. above).  They proposed use 
of Princedale Road instead.  
 

Unfortunately, using Princedale Road would 
require a section of segregated cycle lane on 
Holland Park Avenue or a long section of shared 
use footway as the traffic flows and speeds on 
Holland Park Avenue do not meet TfL’s quality 
criteria for use as a Cycleway.  It was felt this 
would not be popular with residents in comparison 
with use of Norland Square where the traffic flows 
and speeds already meet TfL’s criteria and so no 
changes to the carriageway are suggested.   



 

9. Loss of parking space 
 
10. Five respondents did not support loss 

of residential and/or pay and display 
car parking.    

Parking occupancy on this part of Walmer Road is 
low, and where possible officers have sought to 
relocate parking nearby, such as providing an 
additional parking bay on Clarendon Road to 
mitigate in part the proposed removal of five bays 
on Walmer Road.  However, overall loss of 
parking of five resident/pay and display parking in 
Walmer Road to provide extended footways and a 
raised table on Walmer Road is considered 
appropriate and necessary in order to achieve the 
benefits the proposals are expected to deliver - by 
responding to local resident concerns over 
wheeled vehicles such as scooters and cycles 
using the narrow curved footpath on Portland 
Road. We have aimed to remove this point of 
conflict.  The proposals will additionally provide a 
new link and facility for cyclists, and the new 
raised crossing point will help slow traffic speeds, 
improving the environment for pedestrians. 
 

11. Not enough users 
 
Four respondents believed there were 
not enough cyclists to justify introduction 
of the proposals. 
 
 

Encouraging more trips by walking, cycling and 
public transport and fewer by private car is one of 
the borough’s six transport objectives. New cycle 
routes like this are one of the ways in which we 
plan to increase the number of people cycling. 
Whilst we hope existing cyclists will find new 
facilities useful, when developing new cycle 
routes, our main objective is to encourage more 
people to travel by bicycle. We expect that if safer 
routes for cycling are provided, more people will 
feel confident traveling by bike and reduce their 
use of the private car.   
 

12. Abbotsbury Road driveways 
 
Three respondents believed that an 
increase in numbers of cyclists would 
make exiting driveways along 
Abbotsbury Road more difficult.   
 

Vehicles, including cyclists, have right of way 
when already on the highway.  As with any 
movement undertaken by drivers to join the 
carriageway, we would expect adherence to the 
Highway Code and looking both ways carefully 
before undertaking a movement.   
 

13. Proposed introduction of 
sinusoidal road humps on Melbury 
Road 
 

Three respondents said they did not 
support introduction of the road humps 
with two saying road humps 
inconvenience cyclists and one 
respondent concerned about the 
potential noise caused by heavier 

Sinusoidal humps are designed so that when 
driving or cycling over them at lower speeds, they 
are more comfortable to drive over than traditional 
humps, but if travelling at an inappropriate speed, 
they cause a notable ‘bump’, encouraging slower 

speeds.   

Though heavier vehicles undoubtedly make more 
noise going over humps than lighter vehicles, our 



vehicles such as skips going over them.  
This respondent also believed the humps 
would exacerbate an existing problem of 
police cars speeding.  

surveys suggest HGVs make up less than three 
per cent of the overall traffic using Melbury Road.   

The Police are exempt from a number of traffic 
laws when responding to emergencies.   

14. Detrimental to local area 
 
Two responses, including one from the 
Holland Park Residents Association, did 
not understand why narrowing the 
carriageway – such as the proposed 
footway build-outs on Walmer Road, 
were necessary or would help cyclists. 

The proposed widened pavements on either side 
of the proposed crossing provide more space for 
pedestrians and cyclists to share, as well as 
reducing the distance to cross the side roads, 
which can be of particular benefit to older or less 
mobile people.   
 

15. Effect on local businesses 
 
Two respondents believed the proposals 
would have a negative impact on local 
businesses but did not clarify why this 
may be the case.   
 

It is not clear why the proposals should impact on 
local businesses.   There are no proposals to 
introduce restrictions on vehicles in any of the 
roads, or remove parking outside businesses.   

16. Planting 
 
Two respondents asked if planters or 
trees could be used to improve the 
proposal on Walmer Road/Portland Road 
and to further separate the footpath from 
the new shared use track.   
 

If the Cycleway proceeds, officers will explore 
what planting could be provided as part of 
detailed design. 

17. Traffic lights 
 
Two responses queried why changes to 
the traffic lights on the crossings at 
Holland Park Avenue were necessary.  
  

Although the existing signalised crossings would 
be changed to allow cyclists to cross, there are no 
proposed changes to the sequencing of the traffic 
lights. 

18. Other 
 

i. One response suggested that 
Addison Road be used instead of 
Abbotsbury Road.   

ii. One response stated it was vital 
that all raised table crossings are 
marked clearly to indicate that 
people crossing have right of way 
over motor vehicles as drivers 
tend to ignore them.  

iii. One respondent felt that the 
proposal to extend the footway at 
the junction of Clarendon 
Road/Portland Road is 
unnecessary and will cause traffic 
problems because it will extend 

i. At the junction where Oakwood Court 
meets Addison Road and Addison 
Crescent, it would be a substantial 
challenge to provide a right turn for bikes 
to go north up Addison Road, and would 
almost certainly involve more sections of 
shared use footway. At the top end, where 
Holland Park Gardens meets Holland Park 
Avenue it is one-way northbound. That 
would require a major intervention and 
probably the loss of several parking bays 
on the east side near the junction.   

ii. All raised tables would be implemented in 
line with the Traffic Signs Regulations and 
General Directions 2016 (TSRGD).  

iii. The recessed parking currently outside 
Quest causes visibility issues for all road 



an already narrow section along 
Clarendon Road.  

iv. One response said that the exit 
from Melbury Road to Kensington 
High Street is currently difficult 
enough with a constant flow of 
cyclists going east, particularly 
when exiting vehicles are trying to 
turn right and that more cycle 
traffic turning into Melbury Road 
would exacerbate the problem. 
They propose either making the 
exit “no right turn” or installing 
traffic lights to ease the problem. 

v. One response from a Residents 
Association objected to the undue 
precedence sought to be given to 
a minority of road users at the 
expense of the majority.   

vi. One respondent suggested 
replacing the Keep Clear road 
marking at the Holland Park 
Avenue/Norland Square junction 
with a [yellow] box junction. 

vii. One respondent said they were 
happy with the current cycling 
route options, and strongly 
opposed the disruption that long-
term road works and 
reconstruction would bring should 
the proposals proceed. 

viii. One response queried why, after 
the cycle cut through at 
Princedale Road and Walmer 
Road, the route directed cyclists 
through Hippodrome Place. The 
respondent suggests the route go 
further up Walmer Road and use 
the new cycling and pedestrian 
way proposed. 

ix. One respondent agreed with the 
proposals as long as they did not 
disadvantage other users such as 
bus passengers by taking road 
space and increasing journey 
times and traffic.  
 

users exiting Portland Road.  The 
proposals address this and bring the 
footway in line with the rest of Clarendon 
Road.  

iv. Officers do not expect the increase in 
the number of bikes turning into 
Melbury Road to be so significant as to 
make conditions materially different. 
However, when we look at the 
extension of the route further south, we 
can consider further how the junction 
operates at Kensington High Street. 

v. Encouraging more trips by walking, cycling 
and public transport and fewer by private 
car is one of the borough’s six transport 
objectives. New cycle routes like this are 
one of the ways in which we plan to 
increase the number of people cycling. 
Whilst we hope existing cyclists will find 
new facilities, when developing new cycle 
routes, our main objective is to encourage 
more people to travel by bicycle. We 
expect that if safer routes for cycling are 
provided, more people will feel confident 
traveling by bike and reduce their use of 
the private car.  Nonetheless, we do not 
believe any of the proposals for this 
Cycleway give undue precedence to any 
road user. 

vi. We have not had any other complaints 
regarding this ‘keep clear’ being blocked 
and so we are not proposing introduction 
of a yellow box at this time. 

vii.  The Council must often balance the 
needs of residents with the disruption 
caused by new infrastructure.  We believe 
the long-term benefit to residents and 
others wishing to cycle outweighs the 
temporary inconvenience road works may 
cause.   

viii. The proposed route does not include 
Hippodrome Place and does indeed route 
cyclists through the new Portland 
Road/Hippodrome Mews link. 

ix. There are no proposals to introduce 
restrictions that would displace vehicles or 
disadvantage bus users.  
 

19. Other Comments 
Comments listed here have not been responded to individually as they are outside the scope 
of the proposals. 

 



Join the proposed and existing cycle routes at Ladbroke [Grove] with a safe crossing for 
people walking and cycling.   

Please ensure more Boris bikes are available. 

 
  



Organisation comments on the proposals 

 

 
Comment 

 

 
Officer response 

London Cycle Campaign (LCC) 

The LCC object to the proposals believing the 
route is not of sufficient quality to either 
improve cycle safety significantly for those 
already cycling in the area, or for those who 
might cycle here if conditions felt safer. 

Specific comments: 

- The LCC believe that motor traffic 
volumes and speeds are likely to be 
too high for a wide range of people to 
cycle along this route and that if the 
scheme does pass TfL’s new Quality 
Criteria threshold, it is likely it only just 
does so, and the proposals contained 
in this scheme are unlikely to 
drastically alter speeds and volumes. 

- They state that it is likely further work 
on speed and traffic volume reduction 
is required on Melbury, Abbotsbury 
Roads, Princedale, Walmer and 
Clarendon Road, and that there is 
little clear reason why these roads 
could not be further filtered or 
otherwise restricted to reduce or 
remove through motor traffic 

- On the proposed toucan crossings at 
Holland Park Avenue, they believe 
this crossing is unlikely to be used by 
those currently cycling in the area, but 
also neither by those who might, but 
don’t cycle currently as such provision 
does not provide enough clarity or 
priority for those who cycle.  They 
also object to the use of shared space 
areas on pavements because of the 
risk of cyclist/pedestrian conflict.  

- They raise the point that TfL’s 
proposals for Wood Lane to Notting 
Hill Gate are expected to worsen 
conditions on Abbotsbury Road 
without further filtering.  
 

All streets proposed by RBKC as Cycleways 
are assessed against TfL’s Quality Criteria 
prior to consultation.  Where an intervention 
has been proposed, this is where traffic 
speeds or flows do not currently meet the 
criteria and the proposal should address 
them.  As the roads already meet TfL’s strict 
traffic flow criteria, the Council believe this 
route requires no further intervention at this 
stage, though we monitor speeds and flows 
on all Cycleways after implementation to see 
if further measures are necessary.   

TfL and consultants explored various options 
for the crossing of Holland Park Avenue.  The 
solution proposed is considered the best 
available option. With regard to the proposed 
shared space footway on Holland Park 
Avenue, cyclists looking to cross must pause 
and wait for their turn to cross alongside 
pedestrians. It is therefore unlikely they will 
traverse these areas at high speed.   

The Council does not support TfL’s proposals 
for Wood Lane to Notting Hill Gate, so we do 
not expect any changes to conditions on 
Abbotsbury Road. 

  



Freight Transport Association (FTA) 
 
The FTA’s response supports in principle the 
engineering of roads to improve cycling 
safety but encourages the borough to 
achieve a sensible balance between the 
needs of different road users and avoid 
increases to journey times caused by 
congestion or rerouting.   
 
The response urges the Royal Borough to 
ensure adequate loading space is provided, 
including to residential properties as well as 
commercial, and to provide adequate loading 
time allowances.  The FTA further suggest 
deployment of rumble strips to advise cyclists 
that they are approaching loading bays or 
bus stops to reduce likelihood of 
pedestrian/delivery driver and cyclist conflict. 
 
During any implementation of the proposals, 
the FTA state that it is vital that details of the 
construction programme, including timings, 
road closures and postcodes where the 
works are scheduled to take place, as well as 
areas where diversions will be set up, are 
publicised widely and at the earliest 
opportunity, so that operators can make 
contingency plans for delivering to customers 
during the construction period. 
 

No changes to the provision of loading are 
proposed as part of this Cycleway. The 
Council does not propose to introduce rumble 
strips to existing loading. 

If the proposals proceed to implementation, 
all necessary communication will take place 
with key stakeholders prior to 
commencement of works. 

 

 

  



APPENDIX D 

Changes to Traffic Management Orders   

These changes are due to be put to statutory consultation in October 2019.  Should we receive 
objections to any of these moving traffic order changes, the Director for Transport, Highways, Leisure 
and Parks will consult with the Lead Member for Streets, Planning and Transport before deciding on 
whether or not to proceed with the proposals.  

Clarendon Road/Portland Road  
 

• Conversion of single yellow line to double yellow lines for a distance of 21 metres (69ft) outside 
No. 87 Clarendon Road and the flank of No. 87 Clarendon Road, situated in Portland Road. 

• Conversion of single yellow line to double yellow lines for a distance of 14 metres (46ft) outside 
No. 85 Clarendon Road and the flank of No. 85 Clarendon Road, situated in Portland Road. 

• Conversion of one metre of blue badge disabled bay outside No. 85 Clarendon Road to double 
yellow lines. 

• Conversion of two metres (7ft) of single yellow line outside No. 85 Clarendon Road to blue 
badge disabled bay. 

• Conversion of five metres (16ft) of single yellow line outside No. 83 Clarendon Road to a 
residents’ parking space. 

 
Walmer Road 
 

• Conversion of five metres (16ft) of residents’ parking opposite No. 269 Walmer Road to double 
yellow lines. 

• Conversion of seven and a half metres (25ft) of single yellow line to double yellow lines 
opposite Nos. 269 and 271 Walmer Road. 

• Conversion of three pay and display bays opposite Nos. 273 and 275 Walmer Road and 
opposite the entrance to Portland Road to double yellow lines. 

• Conversion of 20 metres (66ft) of single yellow line to double yellow lines outside Nos. 269 to 
275 Walmer Road. 

• Conversion of ten metres (33ft) of residents’ parking outside the entrance to Portland Road to 
double yellow lines.  

 


