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This is the response of the Bowes Telford Community Action Group (BTCAG) to Enfield Council’s North Circular Action Plan-Issues and Options Document dated June 2007. BTCAG is a group of local people set up to raise awareness of the issues surrounding the A406 and to campaign for meaningful improvements to our neighbourhood. BTCAG is supported by the Broomfield House Owners and Residents Association, Ritz Parade Traders and the Westminster Drive Residents Association, the principal local community and trade groups with wide and numerous members in the locality. Our area of interest is particularly around the Bowes Road and Telford Road and our supporters are generally within the area west of Green Lanes both north and south of the A406. Our comments are, therefore rather specific to these areas but not exclusively so.

While normally one would expect to express gratitude for the opportunity to pass comment on such documents as this, there will be no such sentiment expressed here. This report sets out a bleak vision for the existing community around the A406 in Palmers Green and Bowes Park: after forty years of callous and cynical neglect by local, regional and central government this document sets out how we are to witness the callous and cynical exploitation of our neighbourhood. This document is an apologia for Enfield and TfL’s intentions to impose what they want on a community that has been blighted by their inaction and upon which they now intend to deliver a final cynical set of proposals to exploit its neighbourhood.

The decision of Enfield Council to consent to TfL’s half-baked proposals for the North Circular Road in the face of universal opposition from the local community was an unlikely alliance of local and regional politicians.  This unholy alliance was contemptuous of local opinion then and it cannot be any surprise to them now that the local community surrounding the A406 is sceptical about any proposals that are brought forward by these government bodies now.

That this scepticism is reinforced by this ‘Issues and Options’ document is perhaps more surprising.  The true aim of this planning exercise is exhibited in the initial chapters where ‘opportunity sites’ are identified for the development of social housing.  

Of course those of us who live here always maintained that this was the true aim of the TfL’s road plans.  The goal was, in fact, to maximise the values of TfL’s real estate and nothing to do with environmental and safety improvements.  But the cat is now clearly out of the bag.  Houses that TfL claimed were not to be demolished in their application clearly are now expected to be to allow ‘opportunities for development’.  The ‘opportunity sites’ are for those who expect to make money out of the sites – TfL and whoever develops them – but there is to be no opportunity for the community who have put up with 40 years of blight, neglect and contempt by those who are elected to represent us.

The report refers to the Mayor’s promise of March 2005 not to dispose of any land that might be required to allow an ‘intermediate’ road scheme later on.  However, none of the plans in the document identify where these premises are.  Similarly, Enfield Council (without any public consultation and without full council debate) has recently changed their policy on the A406.  The policy is now for ‘grade level’ separation at junctions.  This clearly expects either an underpass at each junction: Green Lanes; Powys Lane; Wilmer Way; Bounds Green Road; or a flyover.  However, no reference to how this is likely to be achieved is set out in the report, neither is the likely blighting effect of such a proposal.

The document does set out how barrier blocks of housing might be used to reduce noise and air borne pollution and help identify neighbourhoods.  But it does not explain that such barrier blocks of social housing would necessarily have to be serviced from the existing infrastructure of small neighbourhood roads – such as Westminster Drive.  It also fails to explain that the examples shown are in locations where comprehensive re-development has allowed a community structure to be designed in an integrated manner – what is proposed here would be an high density housing bolted on as an unwanted accessory to an existing community infrastructure.

The document fails to examine the existing community dynamic in the area.  Anyone who lives here will explain that the two schools are the principal hub of the community and that the A406 passes through a community but does not divide it; however, barrier blocks would.  The plan also fails to explain that a barrier block could not be built on the north side of the A406 as all of the ‘habitable rooms’ in it would face north, as would all of its public spaces.  Frankly all of these suggestions for the ‘opportunity sites’ are either deliberately explained in a disingenuous way, impractical or just incompetent.

Not only does the document seek to support the selling off of TfL’s publicly owned real estate, but it does the same for Enfield’s, the Southgate Town Hall and Library being cases in point, and indeed Bowes School, which the document fails to observe is a listed building.

Many of the questions in the document beg answers by giving limited choices. This is patronising in the extreme. At the public consultation we were asked to express what we wanted for the A406 and that we should treat it as a blank sheet of paper. Some blank sheet of paper when all that’s offered is Hobson’s choice.

Addressing the specifics of the document:

Para 1.1.8:


The lack of reference to the exact sites that will be protected by the Mayor’s promise of 16th February 2005 is a remarkably serious omission and invalidates much of this Issues and Options document.

Section 1.5:


This really gives the game away. This planning exercise sets out to satisfy Enfield Council’s housing requirement while ensuring TfL sell off their land. This is really why Enfield wanted TfL’s planning application to succeed in the face of community opposition. This really makes this planning exercise a cynical ploy to get the turkeys to vote for Christmas. There is no reason why the existing properties along the A406 could not be restored, despite the joint efforts of TfL and Enfield to ensure their lack of viability.

Para 2.2.3:


The reported priorities here are slanted to what TfL and Enfield wanted out of the public consultation. For instance nowhere in the feedback was the redevelopment of ‘opportunity sites’ listed as a priority by attendees. Another example of the cynical approach by Enfield Council.

Para 3.2.1:


Our answer to this question is that Enfield should stop trying to exploit this blighted area and listen to our local community. We have been treated with contempt by councils and governments of both political colours for forty years. These proposals only reinforce that contempt with a final demonstration of cynical exploitation of our neighbourhood.

Para 3.2.3:


What is even more important is that Enfield’s council now have a policy that there should be grade level separation at junctions. This will mean either tunnels- hopelessly optimistic- or, more likely, a flyover at each of the junctions: Green Lanes; Powys Lane; Wilmer Way. There is no allowance for this in any of these proposals. See also Para 1.1.8, above.

Para 3.2.5:


Continuing from above, we do not know what are opportunity sites because we don’t know the implications of the Major’s promise and Enfield’s flyover policy. Either this is disingenuous or the planning consultants are being deliberately naïf.

Para 3.2.10:


Ditto 3.2.5 regarding significant issue 1. The area north of the A406 is almost exclusively semi-detached house and very few flat conversions. The area to the south has very few conversions, the community is almost entirely single families living in houses. This is either a deliberate misrepresentation or an example of poor research. It has to be said that on the evidence of the public consultation evening one has to conclude the latter. 

Para 3.2.15:
 

What is proposed is not for local people it is for others. We already have a distinctive balanced community, what is proposed is to exploit our neighbourhood to satisfy the needs of Enfield Borough Council not our community.

Page 20:


Providing high-density housing of any type here is not an appropriate policy while the long-term future of the A406 is in doubt. What is proposed here is a dumping ground. If money is to be spent on housing why are the existing house not refurbished and used until there is an end to the doubts over the future of the A406? Other sites could be landscaped as a temporary measure.

Question 3:


This is really answered above; there is already family housing, why should that not be refurbished? Obviously we know the answer to that: firstly TfL would not make money out of it and secondly Enfield would not managed to increase the density of residential development in our neighbourhood.

Question 4:


Great play is made elsewhere about the Arnos pool complex being listed. So is Bowes School. Presumably the planning consultants didn’t know that either? There seems little reason to combine these sites. Bowes School, however, has potential as a marketable asset, clearly this is why Enfield would prefer to sell it and get an unlisted building that is easier to maintain. The vast majority of the children attending Bowes School live south of the A406. Combining with Broomfield would simply mean more would be killed and injured on the newly bridgeless highway. Forming a new entrance into Broomfield from Powys lane would cause traffic chaos as Westminster Drive and Powys Lane will have more movements thanks to the combined effects of this wretched plan and TfL’s equally incompetent proposals. 

Para 3.2.47:


The study is remarkably silent about Broomfield House a completely neglected Grade II* listed local building that Enfield Council wish to demolish or, for that matter, the adjacent similarly listed stables building. Presumably because the consultants don’t know they are there?

Question 5:


Reduce pollution levels and improve safety for our local school children. The two things that the current TfL road proposals will not do. No bridges and no improvement in congestion. This is a completely pointless question.

Question 6:


This is a completely open ended question that cannot be answered by anyone without a concrete proposal.

Question 7:


This could be a community building, youth centre.

Question 9:


There are absolutely no local facilities for young people/ teenagers and they are reduced to using each other’s homes, local parks and streets and pubs (where possible) if they wish to socialise.

Para 3.2.51:


Curiously there are no questions here. We would resist loss of existing health facilities and they are all over subscribed.

Para 3.2.54:


There are serious safety and vandalism issues related to most local public places often associated with the lack of other facilities for young people.

Question 10:


We would resist the loss of public open space but would wish it to be safer better maintained and policed. But this should all be integrated with better facilities for young people.

Question 11:


Do not develop along the A406 but rather restore the existing houses and landscape the remaining areas until the future of the area is resolved.

Question 12:


Improved landscaping, better maintenance and better policing.

Question 13:


What would improve shopping on the A406 would be to reduce the impact of the traffic, including cyclists, and improve pedestrian access. However, this is unlikely to be possible with the TfL proposals which will blight the existing shopping parades by removing the parking outside Ritz Parade and reducing the pavements on both sides of the road. How is it intended to improve these situations? 

Question 14:


One of the key issues for the local shopping on the A406 is the effect of the blight. What is most surprising about the current shop businesses is that they have survived at all, considering the aggressive environment and deliberate blight in the area. The current proposals will do nothing to improve this, however. We will resist any suggestion to demolish Ritz Parade or any other local shop premises.

Questions15-20:

It is hard to understand how if the community is to be sustainable one would even suggest removing existing employment potential. It would seem better to support existing businesses and develop premises that will encourage new local enterprises, such as work/home units etc. We would oppose any developments for distributive trades, we were promised in the early 1980’s that the M25 would remove heavy traffic from the A406, well of course that was always a patent falsehood, but there seems little reason to encourage such traffic onto it.

Question 21:


It is maintained that the TfL proposals will improve pedestrian access across the A406. We fundamentally disagree with this baseless affirmation. TfL have no understanding of the nature and mood of the traffic on this urban motorway. This is not Kensington High Street, it isn’t even Brompton Road, it has traffic on it that has, from each direction, been used to motorway conditions reduced to a bottleneck with the associated frustration and cavalier driving that results from such a situation. We currently have two bridges, both of which TfL propose to remove, although Enfield are trying to persuade them to replace the west most one. The A406 is an unpleasant and aggressive environment that TfL’s proposals will do nothing to alleviate, given that the restrictions on redevelopment out lined above it seems to us that restoration of the existing houses and otherwise landscaping would greatly enhance the local environment. If bridges such as that linking the two halves of Mile End Park, with landscape and high quality design were employed to link at strategic locations this would too be welcomed, quite how Enfield’s flyover would deal with this is another issue.

Question 22:
Again the document misrepresents what the outcome of the TfL proposals will be. The London Cycling campaign opposed the proposals for cycling as far from satisfactory. BTCAG similarly opposed them as dangerous and ineffective. There are no meaningful proposals for traffic calming and the TfL proposals will drive more traffic onto the side streets. There should be proper facilities for cyclists, but bearing in mind that the local community has to live with those passing through, the safety of residents, including the young and aged pedestrians should be a priority.

Question 23:


Bridges- see Question 21, above.

Question 24:


Reduce congestion; this is pretty obvious isn’t it?

Question 25:


This is all rather shop window dressing and, frankly, is a kind of Band-Aid. Of course there needs to be a landscape strategy for the A406 what is incredible is that that is only just now being proposed. The TfL proposals will see many mature trees along the ’corridor’ lost to the widened road and a ridiculous avenue of trees on an unnecessary central reservation, waiting for the first out of control vehicle to poleaxe them. As argued above given the uncertainty landscaping plots that cannot be developed would be a good interim solution until the ‘intermediate scheme’ is implemented or Enfield build their flyover. It is rather disconcerting that the consultants feel the schemes suggested would be appropriate for this locality, there is nothing shown that even approximates to our neighbourhood and particularly the stretch between Green lanes and Wilmer way. Is this another example of their ignorance of the study area? Frankly the lighting schemes look like supermarket car parks and the landscaping examples show locations with an ocean or vast tracts of land, this really is irrelevant.

Question 26:
Again we see here examples shown which are completely irrelevant to the situation along the A406, and particularly between Green Lanes and Wilmer Way, but also on the south side of the highway between Wilmer way and Bounds Green Road. The West way example may work elsewhere but the plots east of Powys lane are not deep enough for such a proposal and the habitable rooms here would have to face North. It is of some conjecture how the glass structure would be kept cool in the summer, but that’s perhaps not germane here. The Byker Wall and estate was the product of a major redevelopment of an area of Newcastle that saw a community rebuilt within a new infrastructure, the ’wall’ itself is a vast structure quite out of scale with our locality. Again that example is quite irrelevant here.

What is though is that tall developments so close to the road east of Powys Lane would form a cavernous enclosure which would trap both the noise and the air borne pollution and make the environmental situation there much worse than it is currently. Further more, and what is most disingenuous about all of these proposals is that no mention is made of how such developments would be serviced. Why is the question ‘Would you be happy to lose houses in your street to allow access to new developments of social housing estates on the North Circular, and would you be happy that the extra traffic and parking generated by such estates will be funnelled through your small residential streets with all the environmental and safety implications that that would involve?’

Figure 4.1:


This plan shows in TfL ownership the dentist’s premises on the northeast corner of Powys Lane and a strip of land from Westminster Drive to their A406 holdings. These are not owned by TfL.

Paragraph 4.1.4:

We agree with these principles.

Question 27:
It is rather disingenuous to ask if people want ‘landmark’ buildings. This normally translates into ‘tower block’, why not ask that? There seems no particular logic to a gateway feature. Does Enfield or any other borough have such a thing?  I think we should be told how a tower building would be serviced in this highly built up area. Of course everyone would welcome high quality landscaping throughout the length of the A406 as argued above.

Section 4:
We would question for whom these are opportunities as there seems little in any of these proposals for the local community.

Question 28:

 No we do not agree with the description or the proposition. Again we would argue that the existing houses should be refurbished and that new developments that would require access off mall local streets such as Bexhill Road and Pevensey Avenue will be resisted.

Paragraph 4.1.8:

There is also existing good quality housing stock on the north side of the road, including Powys Court and the houses east of Powys Lane. Again the TfL proposals are misrepresented as the local environment here for pedestrians will be significantly worse after the implementation of the TfL proposals and the loss of the slip road and parking facilities will worsen the viability of the commercial premises in Ritz Parade that survive TfL’s onslaught.

Question 29;

We feel that this ‘Zone’ would be better described as the ‘rip off and exploit the local community memorial zone’.
The suggestions here are quite unacceptable. The removal of good quality houses adjacent to A406 adjacent to a junction (Powys Lane) where any intermediate scheme would need to address long term issues- whether this be Enfield’s flyovers or another scheme- would be contrary to the Mayor’s promise. The need for access to this major new estate of flats and houses would have to be from Westminster Drive, a small and narrow residential road, and certainly would require the loss of properties here. This would be resisted to the highest level. There is already a rather good ‘landmark building on the west corner of Powys Lane, it is called Powys Court and it has several flats above commercial premises, all of which are satisfactorily occupied. TfL propose to demolish this building. There has been over recent years a growing acknowledgement by English Heritage and others that such buildings are key to the sense of community and belonging. That is presumably why TfL feel they can destroy it.  How would a tower block here be serviced? That’s the question that should be asked. See also the comments on Question 25 above. 


Para 4.1.9 and Question 30:

TfL have even in recent times erected more billboards to help ‘enhance’ our local environment. The only reason why this plot of land is not offered for development is because it is inaccessible without bringing a new access from the A406. Another disingenuous statement. None of the north side of the A406 should be developed until there is proper resolution of the road issues, the Mayor has promised this.

Question 37 and Para 4.2.6:

It is our view that both Ritz Parade and Powys Court should not be lost. These are significant buildings within our neighbourhood and help the understanding of the history of development of the area, as they are both clearly contemporary with the original development of the A406. These kinds of building are now widely accepted as being important for the sense of belonging for communities. Everything that is suggested both by TfL and Enfield Council has been to cynically exploit our neighbourhood and alienate its community. We might be left something at least.

Conclusion and Summary

Overall we have little good to say about this document. It starts with premises that our community and neighbourhood are dispensable and, therefore any public consultation process is tarnished from the outset. Our views will be ignored so, frankly we could say whatever we like. If one is to be ignored why make any sense at all? We’ve been ignored for many years and expect not to be surprised now.

What is of serious concern, given that one way or another by taxes or local revenue we’ve actually paid for this document, is its lack of parameters. The report fails to mention Enfield’s policy to have grade separated junctions and while paying lip service to the Mayor’s promise not to develop land needed for an intermediate scheme neither are explored in concrete terms. What are the sites affected by these criteria? Does anyone know? We aren’t told; a general lack of competence suggests that the consultants don’t know either. How can anyone plan without understanding the criteria? What a waste of our public money! 

It would be expected in any planning report of any type that there is an analysis of the dynamic of an area. This is completely lacking here, there is no understanding of the social/ community relationships and the key drivers of the local community. Everything is looked at in abstract and without any sense of connectedness. All things are interlinked and the consultants can put them in convenient pockets but this undermines their ability to analyse the real social issues. What this public consultation is reduced to is asking questions about abstract issues such as ‘Gateway’ features and public art and kinds of lighting. And, yes, of course we all want an improved environment but this is as meaningful as being asked what colours the deckchairs should be on the Titanic with the iceberg in sight.

But, after all there is no need to understand or analyse the real issues here because they can be completely ignored as the whole planning exercise needs only to satisfy two overriding criteria: Provide social housing so Enfield meets its targets; and flog off TfL’s land holdings. Therefore the local community is stuffed, we can’t win all we can do, if we are able, is pack up and shove off to somewhere they don’t treat their constituents/ residents cynically and leave others to suffer in our place.

