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1.0
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Background
This is the response of the Bowes Telford Community Action Group (BTCAG) to the application for Planning Permission for proposals to extend and alter the A406 road in London N13 and N11 made by Transport for London (TfL) referenced TP/06/2360 by the London Borough of Enfield (LBE).  This response was prepared based on the information kindly provided to the BTCAG by Enfield Borough Council.  It was prepared and agreed by the BTCAG following internal consideration by their steering group/committee and following a public meeting held on 18 January 2007 chaired by David Burrowes MP.

1.2
The Bowes Telford Community Action Group
To establish the credentials of the BTCAG, it seems pertinent to explain our background and our interest in these proposals.

The BTCAG was formed following a public meeting in the late summer of 2005.  This public meeting was held in response to an exhibition of proposals for the A406 alterations mounted by TfL at the Trinity at Bowes Methodist Church in May 2005.  Subsequent references to these proposals will be to the ‘May 2005 proposals’.  The public meeting was attended almost exclusively by local residents, but was chaired by Jenny Jones (GLA member) and presentations were made by TfL and LBE officers.  It was attended by about 250-300 local residents, mainly from Bowes and Southgate Green wards adjacent to the A406.  There were a large number of serious issues raised at the meeting relating to TfL’s May 2005 proposals.  A steering group of about a dozen has since taken the BTCAG forward and in June 2006 it launched at a public meeting attended by David Burrowes MP, Joanne McCartney (GLA member) and several of the local LBE councillors from Bowes, Southgate Green and Palmers Green wards.

The BTCAG was formed as a single issue pressure group with the aim to bring about improvements to our local environment adjacent to the A406 primarily in the area west of Green Lanes.  Activities undertaken to date include lobbying the GLA and TfL mainly via Joanne McCartney, but also liaising with David Burrowes and local councillors to try and bring about improvements both in the short and longer term both in terms of the general environment, but specifically about TfL owned housing in the area, planning blight and TfL May 2005 proposals.

We have had some successes in our pursuit of local environmental improvements and now the A406 corridor, particularly west of Green Lanes, is the subject of much higher political focus than hithertofor.  Much of this might be attributable to successful TV and radio coverage.

Thanks to our relatively high profile, we have been fortunate to have local representatives of residents – the Broomfield House Owners and Residents’ Association (BHORA) – and commercial organisations – the Ritz Parade Traders Association (RPTA) – support us both morally and financially.  BHORA are affiliate members of the Federation of Enfield Residents and Allied Associations (FERAA).  In the light of this and our over 500 local supporters, we believe we are well qualified to represent the feelings of many of those directly affected by the proposals presented by TfL.

1.3
The Current Situation and the Political Dynamic
The BTCAG has no particular preference for any scheme for the A406.  There are those locally who would, certainly in the longer term prefer a scheme similar to that proposed in the late 1980s when the then Department of Transport intended to sink the road in cuttings or tunnels for much of its route west of Green Lanes.  There are others who feel that in the long-term, utilising other methods of less environmentally damaging transport must ensure that there is no necessity for such major projects.

What we are all agreed on is, however, the need to make urgent improvements to our local environment.  Our belief is that, as local residents, we are in a unique position to be able to assess what is truly needed and what is not needed.  What is needed is environmental improvements.  What is not needed is further planning blight.

This, perhaps, leads us to what our major objection is to these proposals:

They are entirely for a road scheme, they are not contextual in any regard, they ignore the planning of the peripheral land adjacent to the road seeing the highway as the only relevant issue to be addressed, leaving the blight caused by such negligence to us to suffer and others to solve.

Our perception of this approach is political expediency.  We will come back to PPS 1 (Planning Policy Statement 1 Planning for Sustainable Communities), but touch on it here.  This document expects major planning/development schemes to be set within a properly consulted planning framework.  This proposal clearly fails to do any such thing.  It has been impossible for the LBE to produce any local plan for this area until such time as government/regional policy was clear and, therefore, this has not happened.

It would seem to us that this would be enough for this application to be dismissed on these grounds alone, but we are aware of the political context within which this proposal is made.  There is a clear need for ‘something to be done’ about the A406.  Added to this is the pressure for the ‘something’ to be done before the Olympic Games and there clearly is a pressure on politicians (national, regional and local) to be seen not to be the one who will stop the Olympic Games road being built.  We do not wish to prevent improvements to the A406, but what we do want is to ensure that what is done is not going to add to the blight we already suffer and is not going to be a waste of public money.  We firmly believe that any scheme is not better than nothing and that although there are elements of the TfL proposal we would be happy to support, it is fundamentally flawed and would be, in effect, a £38 million investment in further blight to our community.

This is the principal reason why we would ask the LBE to refuse planning permission and force TfL to re-address the project in a holistic manner as prescribed by PPS 1.  Otherwise, we set out below our more detailed and specific comments on the proposals.

2.0
THE APPLICATION AND TfL’S APPROACH
2.1
Community Involvement and PPS 1
It is interesting that their Planning Statement attached to their application reflects that, as PPS 1 requires: “It is important that the consultation and community (our underline) involvement undertaken by TfL has covered both the scheme and the Environmental Impact Analysis (EIA) process”.
The EIA process ensures the road scheme is developed within the overall context of the local environment, and is not just a ‘road scheme’. This has to take into account the adjacent local roads, houses and businesses, as well as the impact of noise and airborne pollution.

The first that the majority of our local community knew of TfL’s proposals for the North Circular was the publication of a scheme, distributed in diagrammatic form to local residents, and explained in detail with the exhibition in May 2005.

It is also interesting to note that while the Planning Statement explains that the comments from individuals at the exhibition included references to the D of T scheme of the late 1980s, it fails to reflect on any individual’s support for what was proposed then.  The failure of TfL to cite even one comment in support tells its own tale.

As explained above, our group was formed following this exhibition and, largely through the auspices of our GLA member, Joanne McCartney, met the TfL Project Manager and Public Relations Manager for the project in June 2006.  Minutes of that meeting are included in Appendix I.  At that meeting – and we stress this was not a consultation organised by TfL but one arranged by us with Joanne McCartney – it was made clear by the Project Manager that there would be no public consultation on the design of the project and although TfL would listen to our concerns, as far as TfL was concerned the planning application would be made in November 2006 and nothing would prevent this.  In fact, we did meet TfL on subsequent occasions, but at no time were any developing plans shown and absolutely no consultation has been made on the EIA process.

The only time that TfL did show any of the community groups their plans, after the May 2005 proposals, was two days before the application was made in November 2006.  At this time, at another meeting arranged by Joanne McCartney, and only after substantial insistence, the Project Manager’s view was that the ‘planning consultation period’ would be when public consultation could be done, but this would have to be arranged by the LB Enfield.

Throughout the entire period of our limited involvement with TfL, their approach has been that the project would be refused planning permission anyway and, therefore, they would not waste time and energy on public consultation.  In fact, their intention was to rely on the planning enquiry to get their proposals accepted.

There were differences between the May 2005 proposals and the application TfL has now submitted. They have revised the scheme to ‘reduce the land take’ in the November 2006 proposals resulting in fewer buildings being demolished directly as a result of the proposals.  However, as we will set out below, the viability of these properties if the proposals were implemented is, at best, questionable and this change appears, on the face of it, to be a cynical manoeuvre to prevent the proposals falling foul of the London Plan’s housing policies.

Our contention and conclusion to all this was, therefore, that TfL was taking an approach familiar to those dealing with the more anti-social and avaricious developers who, wishing to avoid the restrictions and requirements of the planning system will make an application and ‘go straight to appeal’.  This may be offensive when privately owned and funded developments are involved, but it is completely unacceptable when public land and public funds are involved and entirely contrary to the spirit and letter of Planning Proposal Guidance note 15 (PPG 15).
Indeed we have been so concerned about this whole process that we have, unsuccessfully, attempted to seek ministerial intervention.  We attach correspondence addressed to Joanne McCartney and Baroness Andrews in Appendix II relating to this.

In summary: TfL has not properly consulted with the local community as required by PPS 1 in terms of their planning application and have not consulted at all on the EIA in contravention of national government planning policy.  It is our contention that this application could be rejected on these grounds alone.
2.2
The Objectives of the Proposals

The TfL planning statement sets out the objectives of the proposals:

· “Promote safety and security of all road users, through the reduction in number and severity of accidents;

· encourage sustainable mode of travel, through provision of enhanced cycling and walking facilities and improvement of bus movements;

· protect and enhance the local environment, including by encouraging traffic on adjacent side roads back onto the A406;

· reduce community severance by providing new and improved pedestrian crossing facilities at traffic signal junctions and other key locations; and

· maintain overall existing traffic capacity.”

While these may all seem laudable objectives, there are some – frankly obvious – anomalies:

· How can TfL design a scheme which will “maintain overall existing traffic capacity” which will consequently increase the demand for capacity by “encouraging traffic on adjacent side roads back onto the A406”?

The short answer to that is that the figures don’t add up.  It is clear that at peak times the A406 is at least ‘at capacity’.  If this is only to be maintained, then there will not be any spare capacity to take traffic off the side roads.

· While TfL aim to ‘protect and enhance the local environment’, the proposals will result in the loss of substantial further properties along the A406, on the north side of Bowes Road and the corner of Telford Road/Bowes Road junction, and properties left adjacent to these which will be uninhabitable.  The result of this will be further planning blight of our environment.  Also the proposals will result in the loss of mature trees in Bowes Road and Powys Lane.  This will be explained further later in this document.

· There are two schools adjacent to the A406, Bowes Primary School and Broomfield School.  Both schools take pupils from both sides of the A406 and, indeed, are both instrumental in forming community contacts across the A406.  The only way that the road can be safely crossed, especially by small children at Bowes School, is by way of the footbridge.  TfL intends to remove this and replace it with a pelican crossing.  There is a deep irony in this, as a similar crossing led to accidents that finally resulted in the bridge being built.  This has been pointed out to TfL.  Furthermore, the ways by which the traffic is proposed to be managed in the area adjacent to the school would result in Highworth Road, where the school entrance is located, becoming much more heavily used by vehicles of all kinds.  Quite how these issues equate with the promotion of safety and security of all road users is questionable.  What is also of concern is that without a proper safe method for small children to cross the road, there will be reluctance, especially on the part of those who live north of the A406, to send their children to Bowes School.  TfL will, therefore, score a ‘double whammy’ of both increasing the danger to those using the school and increasing ‘community severance’.  Both at odds with their objectives.

· We would all like to see the encouragement of sustainable modes of transport.  but we have to be realistic.  Along with their rather naïve beliefs in the power of a pelican crossing to stop an articulated lorry or a boy racer, TfL seems to believe that the A406 is a good place to cycle.  This is a major trunk road with seriously heavy traffic.  The remainder of the A406 has no cycle network and yet TfL is proposing to increase the width of the highway by introducing a cycle path, some of the consequences of which are set out in more detail below.  Currently there is a serious problem associated with motorcycles using the footway along the A406 as a route at times of heavy congestion.  This will be solved by the introduction of a cycle track.  In addition, as if the A406 was not an unfriendly enough environment for pedestrians already, the proposals expect that at key points, such as bus stops, crossing points and junctions, pedestrians should share the pavements with cyclists.  How does this improve their safety?  Again these issues have been pointed out to TfL.

In summary, it is our contention that the proposals would not succeed in achieving TfL’s objectives and, therefore, should be refused permission, as in significant areas they would:

· Endanger pedestrians and especially young children.

· Lead to a degradation of the environment in significant locations.

· Increase community severance.

· Not be able to take traffic off side streets, as there would not be an increase in capacity on the A406.

2.3
Policy
It is our contention that TfL’s proposals seriously fail to meet the requirements of large sections of National, Regional and Local Planning Policy.  These we address below.

2.4
National Planning Policy
2.4.1
PPS 1 Delivering Sustainable Development
PPS 1 requires all major schemes of this type to be set within a planning framework which forms an integrated approach.  There is no integrated framework in which these proposals are set, indeed the lack of such a framework is conspicuous by its absence in several key areas:

There are plots of land and properties which would become unviable if these plans were implemented.  There is no local framework or strategy as to how these would be developed in the future.  To illustrate, to the south of Westminster Drive, properties on the A406 would become unoccupiable and yet there is no proposal  for what might replace these.  Similarly to the south of Westminster Drive, there are plots of land that are designated ‘for Future Development’, but these plots have no access shown on the drawings and TfL has made it clear that they would not allow the land to be accessed from the A406.  The clear conclusion to this is that in the longer term TfL would sell this land and the residential properties, to a developer who would seek to access the site from Westminster Drive by demolishing further properties there.  Again this has been pointed out to TfL, whose attitude has been that this is ‘Enfield’s problem’, not theirs.

In effect, TfL has, as one probably would expect a transport-orientated organisation to do, ignored the areas affected by the road except where they might require them for other purposes – such as drainage disposal.  The road has been designed, and the proposals reflect, a lateral attitude, it starts at the Great Cambridge Road and finishes at Bounds Green Road, and what is at the sides of it are someone else’s concern.  PPS 1 demands an integrated approach.  TfL has not integrated their design with anything other than the road network.  Furthermore, although associated works relating to the proposals in the form of traffic calming measures for the side streets have been promised, these are not reflected in the proposals and the proposals have been prepared in isolation from any such proposals.  In other policy areas, the proposals also fall down.  PPS 1 asks that major schemes:

· “Promote urban regeneration”: the proposals will result in further blight in our community and loss of commercial and residential properties.

· “Promote communities which are inclusive, healthy, safe and crime free”: the proposals, as discussed above, would fail to do this in terms of safety and would result in no reduction in air-borne pollution, light or noise pollution.

· “Give high priority to ensuring access for all to jobs, health, education, shops, leisure and community facilities”: the proposals would result in the loss of shops, health, commercial and leisure premises, which are part of our community facilities with no proposals for their replacement.

· “Promote the more efficient use of land”: the proposals would increase blighted and unused properties and land in our community.

· “Reduce the need to travel”: the proposals would do nothing to reduce traffic in our local community.

2.4.2
PPS 9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
PPS 9 expects that development should have minimal impacts on biodiversity.  We contend that there are some mature trees that will be lost directly as a result of these proposals.  However, the fallout from the use/non-use of land that is not affected by the proposals is not clear.  This really relates to PPS 1, but as TfL has not made its intentions clear for the whole of the land it owns, it is not possible to assess properly the longer-term impact of the loss of biodiversity on the area as a whole.  This seems to be entirely contrary to the spirit and practise of good planning and undermines the entire premise of the EIA process.

2.4.3
PPG 13 Transport
In terms of PPG 13, again there are key areas where the TfL proposals are contrary to policy.  These are:

· “Promote more sustainable transport ----- for both people and for moving freight”.  The proposals, while improving bus use and providing facilities for cyclists, would make conditions worse for pedestrians and less safe for school children (see above).

· “Promote accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public transport, walking and cycling”.  As discussed above, the proposals would make accessibility to schools worse and would result in the loss of local facilities, shops and services.

· “Reduce the need for travel, especially by car”.  The proposals would increase the need for parents with young children living north of the A406 to take their children to a primary school outside of their immediate community, and the removal of local services would increase motor car use.

PPG 13 emphasises the need to avoid or minimise environmental impact of new transport infrastructure.  The TfL proposals are incomplete, as they do not address what happens to the TfL land remaining after the road scheme is completed.  Therefore, the environmental impact is not fully addressed (see above).

2.4.4
PPG 15 Planning and the Historic Environment
PPG 15 expects the listed buildings to be protected and enhanced.  While the setting of the single listed building in N11 – Bowes School – might be improved by the removal of the current ugly bridge, the proposals would result in the loss of part of the school’s boundary wall and the playground.  This seems to be a rather gratuitous alteration of a listed building required for expediency due to an ill-planned road scheme rather than any educational or historic buildings needs.  While PPG 15 concentrates on the statutorily protected historic environment, there are other historically and architecturally interesting buildings in our neighbourhood.  Despite TfL’s neglect, two significant buildings, Ritz Parade and Powys Court, on the corner of Bowes Road/Powys Lane, are both significant local landmarks.  Developing historic buildings advice and consultation focuses on the significance of such local buildings as keys to local community identity and focus.  These two buildings in particular have ‘special interest’.  They are both contemporary with the construction of Bowes Road in the 1930s and, arguably, should be protected by ‘local listing’ as  they are of historical, architectural and local interest.  Indeed Powys Court forms an interesting and important local group with Powys Court Flats in Powys Lane, they were built as bank and bank chambers with related staff housing.

Powys Court would be lost in the proposals and Ritz Parade would be mutilated, and its symmetry destroyed, under the proposals.

2.4.5
PPG 24 Planning and Noise
Over recent years, TfL has operated what can only be described as a process of studied neglect of properties on the A406 particularly in Bowes road, but also in Telford Road.  They have, apparently deliberately, allowed properties to become derelict or vandalised to an extent that they, in the name of environmental improvement, have demolished them.  This is particularly the case to the south of Westminster Drive and Broomfield Road.  The consequence of such demolition has been that, especially in the wintertime when the trees have no leaves, both air-borne and noise pollution has increased substantially.  The loss of mature trees and further properties along the A406 will only exacerbate these problems.

Although noise barriers are shown on the proposals, these are not presented in any detail at all.  Given that inevitably these will have to be substantial permanent structures and the application is for full planning permission, this is not an issue that can be left as a reserved or conditioned matter.  Those living along and adjacent to the A406 should be provided with full information on how these barriers work and what they look like.  If TfL can make assumptions on their mitigative effects in the EIA, they must be able to describe what they look like.

2.4.6
Sustainable Development – Securing the Future (March 2005)
TfL contends that large developments, such as the application in question, would “be well advised to adapt such an approach”.  These include:

· “a new integrated vision” – as discussed above these proposals do not integrate with even a local plan

· “four agreed priorities” including “sustainable communities” – again these proposals are contrary to this goal as discussed above.

2.4.7
Summary
In summary, the TfL proposals fail in significant ways to meet the requirements of Government Planning Policy, particularly in regard to PPS 1, but in more general ways and on this basis it is our contention that they should be refused planning permission.

2.5
Regional Planning and Policy Context
2.5.1
The London Plan 2004 Transport Policies
These proposals fail to meet the key policy directions of objective 5 of the Plan.  In the following areas it would not:

· “minimise the need to travel and the growth of journey lengths“ – as discussed above.

In terms of Policy 3C.15 and 4G.8 relating to road developments, the proposals would not:

· “contribute to London’s economic regeneration and development” as discussed above

· “provide a net benefit for all users” as discussed above

· “improve safety for all users” as discussed above

· “improve conditions for pedestrians, disabled people and business” as discussed above

· “integrate with local and strategic land use planning policies” – indeed, as discussed above, the proposals would increase planning blight locally.

Both of the policies go on to explain:

“Where schemes worsen conditions when judged against any of these criteria, the proposed scheme should not proceed unless benefits in other areas very substantially outweigh dis-benefits and unavoidable dis-benefits are mitigated”.  The proposals would result in worse conditions for those living in our community and clearly there are no other benefits for those of us who live here and neither would there be any substantial improvement to the road.

In terms of chapter 4 of the strategy, the transport system key priorities include the following which would not be addressed by the proposals:

· “reducing traffic congestion”

· “improving journey time reliability for car users…”

· “supporting local transport initiatives, including improved access to town centres… safer routes to school…”

2.5.2
Housing
The TfL Planning Statement seems to completely ignore the housing policies of the Greater London Plan.  These include:

Policy 3A.3 Efficient Use of Stock which states:

“Boroughs should promote the efficient use of the existing stock by reducing the number of vacant, unfit and unsatisfactory dwellings.”

TfL has, as discussed above, operated its housing portfolio along the A406 with studied neglect over the period since they inherited it from the Department of Transport.  The proposals will result in even more houses being “unfit and unsatisfactory dwellings”.

Policy 3A.12 loss of housing and affordable housing states:

“UDP Policies should prevent the loss of housing, including affordable housing, without its planned replacement (our underline) at existing or higher densities”.

As a community it goes on to state (para 3.57)

“Given the level of need, existing housing must be retained where possible and appropriate, except where there are acceptable plans for its replacement.  Short term lettings, …, can result in serious loss of housing, and should be resisted.”

It becomes clearer why TfL has pursued a policy of piecemeal removal of houses in Bowes and Telford Road when this is entirely contrary to the London Plan, and also why they hope that retaining uninhabitable houses under these proposals might allow them to ignore these key policy areas.

2.5.3
Other London Plan Policy Areas

In terms of Road Safety, the key themes of:

· “Safety through partnership working” has not featured in any planning process for the proposals.

· “Protecting vulnerable road users – children, pedestrians…” has been discussed above, and the proposals fail to protect young children especially.

The plan’s framework to encourage effective joint working has been conspicuously ignored in the planning process for these proposals.

In terms of Air Quality, the proposals will not result in an increase in traffic capacity, but an increase in traffic volume, and consequently pollution will increase not decrease.

In terms of Noise, the proposals will not result in an increase in traffic capacity, but increase in volume, although there are proposals for noise barriers there is no evidence of what these will be.  The loss of mature trees in the area will certainly increase noise pollution in the short term.  As far as we are aware, there has been no “partnership approach” with the London Borough of Enfield to better understand traffic noise exposure.  Indeed, previous actions of TfL in removing houses along Bowes and Telford Roads leads us to believe they have no interest in mitigating noise pollution.

Policy 9 requires account to be taken of ‘visual amenity’ when proposing noise screening.  There is no information in the proposals of what the proposed screens would look like at all!

Other policy areas including biodiversity, economic development, health etc are discussed in other parts of this response.

2.5.4
Urban Design Statement
The Plan for London requires major applications to be supported by an Urban Design Statement explaining the effect of the proposals on the urban infrastructure.  This is conspicuously missing from this application.  It is, perhaps, in the light of this, surprising that the London Borough of Enfield registered the application.

2.6
London Borough of Enfield (LBE) UDP and Other Policies
2.6.1
Introduction
Turning to these policies which fit into the framework of both Government and Regional Policies.  Set out in the adopted UDP and elsewhere, the LBE has the following policies to which the proposals are contrary :

2.6.2
General Policies
Policy EN1: which is concerned with protection and enhancement of the quality of the environment through the Borough.  As argued above, the proposals will result in increased blight in the form of both uninhabitable residential property and inaccessible land.  Furthermore the lack of detail in the plans, particularly regarding such matters as sound barriers, would leave open ended their contribution to the local environment.

Policy EN6: which seems to minimise the environmental impact of existing land uses.  The proposals would result in the increased impact of the existing road use on both residential properties and business premises on Bowes Road, Westminster Drive, Broomfield Road and Pymmes Court.

Policy O9: which seeks to secure green chains.  Although the proposals are clear as to what the environmental impact would be on the areas immediately affected by the road, the adjacent land earmarked for further development and other areas rendered derelict by the proposals are not included in the EIA, therefore it is not possible to establish if the green chain would be protected.

Policy C1: requires that “areas, sites, buildings and landscape features of archaeological or historical interest, together with their setting, are preserved or enhanced”.  As described above, Ritz Parade and Powys Court, historic buildings at the heart of our community, would be lost (the latter) or reduced and rendered marginally viable (the former).

Policy GD1: requires all developments to integrate into their community.  These proposals conspicuously fail so to do, as they fail to take account of flanking land along the north of Bowes Road and the Telford Road/Wilmer Way junction.

Policy GD2: seeks to ensure new developments improve the environment in terms of quality of life and visual amenity.  These proposals will, as discussed above, result in further blight in Bowes Road and Telford Road.

Policy T7: seeks to improve facilities for cyclists and pedestrians.  While the provision of the proposals for cyclists may be improved, those for pedestrians are significantly worsened, including: 

a) the loss of the two bridges, the only truly safe way for small children to cross the road. 
b) the mixing of pedestrian and cyclist at key locations such as bus stops, junctions and crossing places.

Policy T11: seeks to improve safety and security on all parts of the transport system.  The same comment applies here as T7 above.

Policy T16: seeks adequate access for pedestrians and people with disabilities, again the comment in T7 applies here.

Policy GD10: requires appropriate measures to be taken when considering proposals for development; that they are satisfactorily integrated into the physical, social and economic framework of the locality.  These proposals would:

· Fracture our local community which is based upon the two schools divided by a road which no longer could be safely crossed by small children.

· Destroy or render uninhabitable houses with no proposal for their replacement.

· Destroy local businesses and services or render them unviable, with no proposal for their replacement.

· Leave areas of land unused and unable to be accessed for future development without further loss of houses.

2.6.3
Transport Policies and the North Circular Road
In terms of the A406 and the transport policies, the proposals would be contrary to the following:

Policy T12: major highway schemes are required to be considered on the basis of the following criteria:

· The extent to which the scheme improves safety. 

- While the road users themselves may be safer, the loss of the two bridges and the requirement for pedestrians to share space with cyclists result in a much worse situation for pedestrians and especially small children using the local schools, and the elderly.

· The extent to which property, particularly housing, is affected directly or indirectly by way of pollution, noise vibration, and what measures have been suggested to minimise the impact, including landscaping.  

-The loss of further houses on Bowes Road and Telford Road will significantly increase noise, light and air-borne pollution, as discussed above.  As TfL have already removed some of the buildings, it is clear that this is the case.  Their mitigating proposals – sound barriers – are not detailed in the application and it is not possible to test claims for their efficiency.

· The extent to which regard has been paid to the needs of the local community. – TfL have paid no regard to the needs of the local community, they have not consulted on this scheme but presented it as a ‘fait accompli’, and used their PR machine to sell it. The detailed aspects they have particularly failed to consult on are:

· management of the roads west of Brownlow Road and south of the A406.  Here Warwick Road and Highworth Road would both have significant increases in rat running.

· access plans for sites on the north side of the A406 south of Westminster Drive.  No details have been presented on these and, indeed, TfL have washed their hands of this issue.

Policy T8: here developers are expected to seek to construct additional road space only where it will provide benefit to the local economy, or is environmentally justified or will eliminate bottlenecks thereby and the development of a balanced network of primary, secondary and local roads.  These proposals would result in the destruction or undermining of local businesses, would see no environmental improvements and, as TfL explain in their Planning Statement, would not increase capacity on the road, which would, in addition, be expected to take more traffic from the side streets.  Frankly the proposals could be rejected on this policy alone.

Policy T9: expects increased priority to be given to highway schemes which produce environmental improvements, in addition to traffic and safety benefits.  The EIA supporting these proposals does not take into account the vacant land and derelict houses that would result from the proposals.  Overall there would be a further reduction in the quality of our local environment as a result of the proposals.  

Policy T15: expects proposals to improve maintain and enhance footways and the public footway network.  Again, as discussed above, these proposals would result in the loss of the two foot bridges which are the only safe route for children to cross the road and they would mix cyclists with pedestrians in particular locations at junctions and bus stops and crossing points, all of which would make the pedestrian footpath network significantly worse.

Policy T17: expects, where it is possible and safe, for pedestrian crossings to be at ground level.  The A406 is not a safe place for small children(or anyone else) to cross at ground level and the proposals should reflect this.

Policy T33: requires road safety to be promoted with, amongst other things, traffic calming measures.  Although promised, there are no traffic calming measures described in these proposals.

2.6.4
Other Policy Documents

Local Development Framework (LDF)
Our understanding is that now the GLA/TfL’s proposals for the A406 are clear that LBE are to prepare an LDF for the area around the road local to our community.  It would seem precipitate to give planning approval to such a major planning application as that submitted before such an LDF has been put into place.  Indeed, it might be considered, by those of a sceptical bent, that TfL deliberately submitted their application in advance of the LDF being produced, because they realised that if, as they would be required to do, the LBE consulted locally, there would be no way that such a scheme would be considered acceptable under such a plan.

Enfield’s Local Implementation Plan (ELIP)
While not being wedded to any particular solution, it would seem to us that if the ELIP recommended a drastically different proposal to that submitted for planning approval, and this was agreed by our locally elected representatives, then unless the council have changed their attitude – without reference to the electorate – then the LBE should reject this proposal.

2.6.5
Other Policies not Addressed in TfL’s Planning Statement

TfL’s planning statement makes no mention of the following policies which relate to the application:

Policy H2: which, in general loss of housing stock and:‘a) encourage its proper maintenance and improvement’.

While TfL’s history of neglect would be laughable if it were not so tragic, the current proposals would both result in the loss of residential properties due to demolition, and would also see houses behind Westminster Drive and on the corner of Telford Road and Bowes Road left un-occupiable. 

Policy E3: which ‘pays particular regard to the need to retain and provide accommodation for small scale business developments’. The proposals would result in the loss of such enterprises.

Policy S3: which seeks to ‘safeguard the vitality of local shopping centres, appropriate to the needs of the community’. The proposals would see the loss of such local shops.

2.6.6
Summary

In summary the proposals would drive a bulldozer through Enfield’s adopted UDP policies, their planning guidance and other polices adopted for the A406. If Enfield Council were to give permission for it then it would surely raise serious questions as to the probity of the entire planning process in the Borough.

3.0
COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSALS
3.1
Introduction
While the previous sections are our observations on planning policy/legislative framework of the application proposals, this section addresses the particular proposals and their effect on the local environment and those living and working in this small blighted area of Palmers Green, Bowes Park and New Southgate.

What is important for us as local community, with our houses, businesses, shops, schools and services, is that it is understood that we are a community bisected, but not divided, by a major road.  As a community, we have lived with the A406 for generations and seen it change from a road that could be enjoyed for Sunday afternoon trips, to the kind of hideous, congested monster it is now.

As a community, we have been promised different improvements over the years to the extent that some would argue that anything is better than nothing.  The BTCAG do not believe anything is better than nothing and that the proposals put forward by TfL for Planning Permission do not constitute a solution to the problems of the A406.  We will set out below observations that lead us to believe that indeed they could be seen as an investment of £40M of public money in further blight.

There are parts of the proposals which we would certainly endorse or even promote.  It is one of the enduring conundrums, to those who live here, why Telford Road has remained a three lane road for so long.  We have always been told that there would be problems negotiating the Piccadilly Line bridge (which runs above the road) which meant that it was not feasible.  This always seemed a pretty bogus reason to us and now the proposals show quite how bogus it was. We would not only support this element of the proposals, but have recommended to TfL that they separately apply for Planning Consent to widen this road, an application which would certainly command great support locally.

Otherwise the proposals east of Green Lanes do not, by and large, affect our local community and we would neither support nor endorse them, but would leave it to those locally affected there to make their case.

Our main concerns are:

· The area from the Telford Road/Wilmer Way junction to Green Lanes.

· The effects of the proposals on the areas to the south of Bowes Road and east of Telford Road and west of Brownlow Road.

· Bowes Road itself.

· The areas north of Bowes Road, west of Powys Lane, and both east and west of Palmerston Crescent.

These are particularly sensitive areas and together really pose the most complicated problem for TfL.  Alas their proposed solution will result in neither any environment improvements nor in any safety improvements in these areas and, we would argue, rather the reverse.  Furthermore, we are a residential community with a major road running through it.  TfL do not understand this.  They are a highways agency who understand highways, they are not competent to design urban infrastructure and this is clear in their proposals.

3.2
TfL’s Approach to the Design of the Proposals
TfL’s aims for their project were to effect no increase in the capacity of the A406, but increase the traffic volume on it by taking vehicles off the side streets.  While the (il)logic of this is argued above, what is clear is they have little appreciation of the true nature of the A406 and the scale and type of traffic it takes.  Neither do they seem to be aware of the scale of misuse of the A406, in terms of traffic act violations, speeding, ignoring red signals, motorcycling on pavements etc, despite our having pointed out these issues to them.  It seems to us that this lack of understanding has informed many of their decisions about such things as crossings, cycle ways, etc.

Similarly, they also seem quite unaware of the scale, danger or nature of the rat running in the side streets bounded by Bowes Road, Telford Road and Brownlow Road.

But, arguably, the most disappointing and depressing element of their entire approach is that their proposals are for A ROAD SCHEME.  This might seem obvious, but when developing proposals for any major construction, all good planning seeks to integrate such proposals into the existing urban structure.  TfL have made absolutely no attempt to do this.  This is perhaps not surprising, TfL are after all traffic engineers.

One of the real problems with the proposals is that they are for a road which passes through existing urban fabric, demolishing that fabric where it touches, and leaving everything else behind to heal itself.  This is the worst kind of planning.  We in the 21st century point to such schemes from the 1960s and sneer at them!

3.3
Particular Areas of Concern
3.3.1
Loss of Residential Properties at the Telford Road Junction
The proposals show the houses at 3 to 11 Telford Road and 229 to 237 Bowes Road being retained. However, given that their front gardens would be largely removed, they will in effect be unoccupiable.  Also, these houses are rather elevated above the general highway level and there is no proposal shown for any retaining wall to prevent their falling into the road.

It is TfL’s clear intention that these houses will be demolished, but the application and the EIA fail to address this issue.  As the houses would become uninhabitable if the proposals are implemented, it is our belief that TfL should put forward proper proposals for the re-development of this area, with appropriate access provision and this should be addressed in the EIA.  The outcome of the proposals without such provision would result in planning blight of this corner of the Telford Road.

3.3.2
Loss of Residential Properties in Bowes Road Adjacent to Broomfield Road and West to Powys Lane

TfL have already demolished properties here including 82 to 90 Bowes Road and 102 and 104 Bowes Road.  They show on their proposals further loss of houses at 106 to 110 Bowes Road.  In common with the houses described in 3.3.1 above, the houses from 118 Bowes Road to 138 Bowes Road (the latter including a dental practice on its ground floor) would have their front gardens lost if the proposals were implemented.  Again these houses would be unoccupiable as the highway would be a few inches only from their entrance doors.  Also, these houses are generally below the level of the road and there is no retaining wall shown, resulting in the houses not being accessible – there would be insufficient space for appropriate ramps or steps.

Again TfL are being disingenuous with their application and their EIA.  It is clearly their intention to dispose of this site, in common with plots further to the east (behind 21 Westminster Drive) and elsewhere, for development.  However, to avoid the embarrassment of contravening GLA and LBE planning policy and to avoid the need to truly explain the full implications of their proposals in the EIA, they show these houses as being retained.

This leads to another issue.  If the land behind Westminster Drive is to be re-developed, as the future of plots to the east are indicated to be on the proposals drawings, where would access to these plots be from?  TfL when questioned about this have  claimed it was ‘Enfield’s problem’.  But actually it is the problem for those of us who live here.  TfL have stated they would not, in the future, allow access to these plots from the A406, which presumably includes access via Broomfield Road and, therefore, our conclusion is that access would necessarily be from Westminster Drive with the loss of further houses there and major loss of amenity to those living there.

This is the level of deviousness to which TfL have sunk in putting together their proposals.  They have avoided the real problems in the pursuit of a road scheme – the apotheosis of bad planning.

3.3.3
Traffic Management in the Area South of Bowes Road, East of Telford Road and West of Brownlow Road

This area has a history of rat running which is usually the consequence of traffic backing up on Brownlow Road caused by congestion at the Telford Road/Wilmer Way/Bowes Road or Green Lane junctions restricting movement at Brownlow Road on the A406 with consequential traffic offences – yellow box fouling etc.

The proposals would exacerbate this problem in certain roads by concentrating vehicles to specific routes.  This is the result of three factors:

· Closing off or making certain roads ‘left in left out’ access only.

· Making Warwick Road and Hastings Road the only local roads, in addition to Brownlow Road where traffic can turn both left and right onto the A406.

· Making Warwick Road the only road where traffic heading east on the A406 can turn south (right) as there would be no such manoeuvre allowed at Brownlow Road.  

The result of this will be significant increase in traffic in Warwick Road both north and south. Under these proposals not only would it remain the principal ‘rat run’ for those heading north wishing to go east on the A406 when Brownlow Road is congested, but also would be the only way those living in local roads could complete the same manoeuvre.  It would also become the rat run for those heading south, travelling east on the A406.  There would, in addition, be traffic lights to encourage it.  This would result in significant loss of amenity, particularly in Warwick Road, but also in Natal Road and Highworth Road.  There would also be significant safety issues especially in Highworth Road as the entrance to Bowes Infants/Primary School is located there.

3.3.4
Loss of Shops, Social Club and Residential Property West of Powys Lane in Bowes Road

Important landmark buildings at Powys Court (140 to 154 Bowes Road) and parts of Ritz Parade at 156 to 162 Bowes Road would be lost as a result of the proposals.


On the face of it the only reason why these premises would be lost would be to accommodate the cycle lane.  However, as TfL own all of the land behind Ritz Parade, it is our belief that these properties are to be demolished now to allow the future access for development of this land and Ritz Parade itself, and probably all of the properties to the west from 190 Bowes Road to the corner of Wilmer Way.

Again TfL are being disingenuous.  They are proposing to demolish perfectly good – and in this case – well-maintained and occupied residential and commercial units to allow them to sell a land holding they own.  This is not addressed in the application or, again, in the EIA.

If TfL did not wish to see significant elements of our community’s infrastructure lost, why would they jeopardise it for the sake of a cycle lane?  It is our belief, again, that the proposals do not tell the whole story and TfL once more are trying to avoid the responsibility for the fallout from their proposals by ignoring major issues which would result from them.  Another example of bad planning.

3.3.5
The Cycle Track and Other Daft Ideas
The inclusion of a cycle track and, for much of its length, a central reservation, or at least hatched area, results in the proposed road being wider than it needs to be for its entire length from Green Lanes to Wilmer Way.  In combination, these result in an extra lane width for this part of the A406.  And yet, ironically, there is a bus stop shown in the narrowest section of the road west of Broomfield Road.

We have argued above that the cycle lane is of little, if any, benefit, as it would not connect to any similar network.  There are areas of London one would not chose to cycle in, and the proposal to install a dedicated lane here is another indication of TfL’s lack of appreciation of the context.  It is argued above that the cycle lane would soon turn into a motorcycle lane; there is nothing in the proposals to show how this would be prevented.

In addition, the proposal would mix pedestrians and cyclists at key pinch points and particularly at junctions, crossing locations and bus stops.  Here young children and the elderly would be expected to negotiate not only the motor traffic but also cyclists.  This is a serious safety issue which has been completely ignored by TfL.  Here are over 1,300 children at schools locally, many of whom cross the A406.  This is currently not a safe environment for able bodied adults, let alone small children and the elderly.  The proposal to mix pedestrians with cyclists will exacerbate the current situation.  It would seem that in their attempt to keep death off the road, TfL would successfully re-locate it to the pavements.

While commenting on the dafter parts of the proposals, the exchange of part of the playground of Bowes School for some miserable bit of grass and trees(the end of Stanley Road) is another good example.  As is the proposal to plant trees in a central reservation east of Broomfield Road;  presumably these are trees that would have no branches lower than the height of a juggernaut, but the landscape proposals are not clear on species.

3.3.6
The Loss of Pedestrian Bridges
No-one likes having to separate pedestrians from other traffic but, in the same way as mixing cyclists with pedestrians would result in a less safe environment, then the proposal to remove the only safe method whereby small children and the elderly may cross the A406 would be a disaster.

Again this is another example of TfL not having a grasp of the true nature of the A406.  The proposals would result in both bridges, the one outside Bowes School and the other, east of Broomfield Road, being replaced by ground level crossings.  The A406 is not High Street Kensington or any such area where traffic and pedestrians can, more or less, rub along together.  It is a highly trafficked and dangerous road.  Writing personally for a while, I will explain why we are so adamant about the bridges remaining.  My own daughter attends Broomfield School and, previously, attended Bowes School.  When children reach the age of about 9 or 10, they do not wish their parents to accompany them to school or meet them afterwards.  With a bridge, it was possible for us as parents to allow our child her first taste of personal freedom.  Without a bridge, that would not have been possible.

Returning to the third person.  The bridges are a key part of our community.  Those who live north of the A406 can get their children to Bowes School because of them.  The school is a key community generator, relationships cross the A406 due in large part to it.  Without the bridges, this social connection could be fatally damaged.  Certainly parents with infants living north of the A406 would be less likely to choose Bowes School if there were no bridge and those living south less likely to choose Broomfield School.  The result of which would be more traffic journeys of parents exporting children to Hazlewood or Alexander Park schools.

There are real safety issues with the A406.  The reason the bridge at Bowes school was built, was due to fatalities at that location.  That the bridges are ugly and badly located is not in question.  The existing ones can go, and good riddance to them, but they must be replaced, otherwise the proposals would, with their loss, result in more fatalities, especially of children. It would also result in a loss of social cohesion.

3.3.7
Loss of Amenity
While those of us who live here do not pretend that much of our local environment is not blighted – through the fault of the existing and previous government bodies of all persuasions, there are, notwithstanding that, some elements of amenity which are threatened by the proposals including mature trees both along the A406 and also to the south and east of Westminster Drive.

TfL’s proposals and the EIA state these are not trees of consequence.  We do not agree with this.  There are, indeed, three mature oak trees west of 96 Bowes Road and a huge mature tree in Powys Lane that will be lost (the latter gratuitously to provide an unnecessary island in the middle of the road – a feature conspicuously missing in Brownlow Road).  We include at Appendix III a schedule of trees adjacent to the A406 which would be affected by the proposals.  In addition, the sites behind Westminster Drive and adjacent to Broomfield Road have mature trees which are not shown on the proposal plans, and the areas of land which as a consequence of the proposals will be developed are not addressed in the EIA in terms of the overall environmental impact.

3.3.8
Lack of Detail
The proposals are submitted for detailed planning approval and yet there is a lack of such detail for a wide range of design features including:

· Lighting.

· Signage.

· Materials including surface treatments such as pavings, kerbs, etc.

· Traffic signals.

· Gates, fences and other barriers.

· Noise barriers.

· Landscape details.

· Retaining walls, steps and ramps.

This is not an outline application for consent, these are key design questions which, if the application were made by an individual or private company, would not be left as conditions.  These should be in the public domain now and included in the proposals.

3.3.9
Land Coloured Green on the Plans
Land behind Westminster Drive and adjacent to Broomfield Road on the corner of Powys Lane is coloured green on the plans.  While the key would suggest these are to be wooded, this seems most unlikely.  It is not clear what TfL’s plans are for these sites but again this should be addressed in the EIA.

It is assumed that these sites would be employed for work accommodation/plant during the construction phase if the works were consented.  However, this is not clear and again there is a complete lack of detail and local consultation on this issue.

3.4
What is the Real Proposal
In our own view, TfL have exhibited a remarkable disingenuity in putting these proposals together.  They have avoided showing properties being demolished, although it is clear that properties will be unoccupiable and business premises lost and others rendered marginally viable.  It seems clear to us both from the plans and from the public pronouncements of both the Commissioner for Transport and the Mayor that these proposals are a palliative.  ‘Why let the possibility of a big scheme get in the way of a small scheme’, the Transport Commissioner, Peter Hendy, has been quoted as saying.

We have in these proposals a ‘small scheme’ that would allow two potential futures, either a ‘big scheme’ or the selling off of tracts of land currently owned by TfL.  
What we don’t have is:

· Any investment in the infrastructure for the local community.

· Any environmental gains for the local community.

· Any significant improvement for those motoring on the A406.

· Any safety improvement for pedestrians and others using the area – indeed a worse situation will result due to the loss of the bridges.

We as a local community would once again be subject to the same kind of devastation that resulted from works in the 1970s when properties were lost west of Green Lanes.

We will, in effect, be subjected to £40 million worth of investment of our taxes to further blight our local environment.

4.0
FINAL SUMMARY
It is our view that the proposals clearly are contrary to both planning policy and guidance from National, Regional and Local Government.

It is also our opinion that the EIA attached to the proposals is not in accordance with recent case law, in that it does not look at the overall effect of the proposals in terms of the areas of further development etc that would result were they implemented.

In our view, TfL have prepared proposals which, while generally acceptable to us in Telford Road and east of Green Lanes, are far from acceptable elsewhere in Bowes Road and the side streets.

TfL have conspicuously failed to properly consult on the proposals and as a result have failed to properly understand both the nature of the A406 and on the local community through which it passes. These are unresolved proposals that would produce no environmental improvements and while improving safety for motorists will endanger the lives of pedestrians.

We call upon the London Borough of Enfield Council to reject the proposals and force TfL to produce a scheme which accommodates the pressing environmental and traffic issues surrounding the A406 and those of us who live next to it.
APPENDIX I

[image: image1.png]Transport for London

Street Management




A406 North Circular Road – Bounds Green Road to Green Lanes

RECORD OF MEETING: Meeting with Bowes / Telford Community Action Group
Date:
28 June 2006

Venue: 21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Attendees

Meeting organiser 



Transport for London    

Joanne McCartney AM (JM)

Graham Jones (GJ)







Fred Baron (FB)

BTCAG

Peter Riddington (PR)

Laura Davenport (LD)

Graham Boaden (GB)

Andy Spring (AS)

	Notes
	Action

	· PR explained that BTCAG had been formed following a public meeting last September which TfL presented at. It was explained that the group was in part formed because it was felt that established local residents’ groups did not represent the views of some residents very well.

· PR explained that the focus of the group was the North Circular Road east of Green Lanes through to Bounds Green Road and associated environmental and housing issues

· PR explained the group were concerned that TfL’s proposals were not a “once and for all” solution, but ones which might perpetuate the blight and bring no material improvement to either the road or the local environment. They were not convinced that the scheme would deliver environmental or safety benefits and felt the nature of the scheme might have been determined by budget rather than what the area needs.

· PR also explained that the group were keen to work with TfL and that they were very keen to see immediate improvements to the area.

· GJ explained that TfL were developing a scheme to deliver safety improvements to the road as a priority and environmental improvements to the area as far as possible. He outlined the scheme’s current timetable: Planning application around November 2006, Public Inquiry March 2008, scheme construction 2009-2011. PR felt this timetable was ambitious. GJ noted that TfL were taking the best possible advice on this.

· PR explained that for the group the environment in the local area was at least as high a priority as safety on the road, and also they were concerned to see improvements put in place before 2009.

· LD asked about the widening of the road, in the section west of Wilmer Way. The group proposed the immediate widening of the Telford Road, ahead of the full scheme. The group felt that this, along with improved policing of junctions (esp. yellow box offences) would immediately improve traffic flow along the A406. GJ explained that in TFL’s view the constraint on the capacity of this section of the A406 was not the number of lanes under the bridge, but the 4 main junctions in the section. FB also explained that the nature of likely objections to a planning application for even such a small element of the scheme would mean that splitting it up, as suggested, would lead to public inquiry into that element and this would jeopardise the full proposals. The group did not agree with this, and GJ agreed that TfL would organise a further meeting with the group, involving a member of the design team, so that the technical issues could be explored. 

· LD inquired whether the widening of the road under the bridge could be undertaken at the beginning of construction. GJ said this was possible and undertook to pass this suggestion to the designers.

· There was then a discussion about the proposal to remove the footbridge by Bowes Primary School. The group were firmly of the view that replacing the bridge with signalled crossings would be less safe than retaining the bridge. The group felt that the speed and standard of driving along the A406 meant that crossing the road at street-level was dangerous even at signalled crossings. JM explained that the school wished the bridge to be removed. The group suggested that the bridge would be better moved towards the Wilmer Way junction.

· The group were also concerned about shared footpaths and cycle paths feeling them to be dangerous, particularly at junctions. The group felt that very few cyclists used the A406 currently and that it would be better to have cycle paths away from the A406 along parallel routes. GJ explained that the cycle paths were being designed to London-wide standards and that provision was being made for them along this part of the A406 to allow for increased future use.

· GJ noted that the design has changed since 2005. The primary difference has been a reduction in the amount of land required for the scheme. This has been achieved largely by reducing or removing central reservations. The group were pleased about this. LD suggested that if there were opportunities for planting by the sides of the road that would be good.

· PR noted that, in particular, the group thought that the Powys Lane / Brownlow Road junction had been over designed with too many lanes. He felt that this was not the junction which constrained the capacity of this part of the road, and that TfL’s design should reinforce the nature of Powys Lane and Brownlow Road as local residential streets.

· PR referred to previous correspondence between him and TfL and asked about the enforcement of yellow boxes and other traffic offences. GJ explained that TfL needs Home Office approval to use cameras for enforcement. GJ noted that, under the proposed scheme, all the signalised junctions would have enforcement cameras. The group felt this should be pursued as a matter where real improvements could be made, irrespective of who was responsible. The point was made that the local community had for years been told that things could not be done by one body because it was another body’s responsibility.

· There was a discussion about the general environment along the road. LD referred to previous correspondence with TfL. She felt that TfL and Enfield could do more to tidy-up and maintain the local area. The group noted that there were problems with rats in the area. The group were also concerned about the appearance of the boards that TfL erects after it has demolished buildings.

· GJ noted that TfL and Enfield were in discussion about a series of measures to immediately improve the appearance of the area. GJ committed to write to the group by 7 July setting out these measures. GJ also offered to walk through the road with the group so they could point out specific issues of concern. JM suggested this walk through could also include members of other local residents groups.

· GJ explained that TfL was looking to accelerate the development of indicative proposals for how the redevelopment of TfL’s surplus land could look. TfL would be looking to have some information available if possible by the time it submits its planning application, and certainly come the public inquiry. TfL would be feeding this work into Enfield Council’s Area Action Plan process, which would be commencing later this year.

· PR said he thought the inspector would take a dim view of separate planning applications for the road and the redevelopment of land. He also thought it was very important to show how these development sites would be accessed. It was agreed that these issues were important.
· Finally, there was a discussion about the proposals for traffic calming measures associated with the A406 scheme. Both sides felt that Enfield and Haringey Councils should move quicker to bring these schemes forward for consultation and implementation. GJ noted that these schemes had to complement TfL’s scheme for the A406, and that TfL had received some information on the programme for the schemes, but no detailed information about what was proposed. 

· JM concluded the meeting by thanking people for coming. All agreed the meeting had been very productive. The BTCAG also thanked JM for setting up the meeting, and coming, and GJ and FB for taking the time to explain the current TFL position and looked forward to positive ongoing discussions
	GJ

GJ

GJ

GJ
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Bowes Telford Community Action Group

21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Phone: 0208 245 9888

Email: p.riddington@blueyonder.co.uk

Baroness Andrews,

Sustainable Development Minister, 

Department for Communities and Local Government 
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London
SW1E 5DU

20th August 2006

Dear Baroness Andrews

The North Circular Road (A406) In Palmers Green (N13) and New Southgate (N11)

I have recently read some of your speeches and am moved to write to you on behalf of our local community group, recently set up to try and bring about improvements to the environment our blighted community inhabits. In doing this I hope you may be able to help us in some way to bring about a change of attitude by the regional and local authorities and the way they address planning in our area.

To provide you with some background I set out a brief chronology:

· In the mid 1960’s there was a proposal to transform the A406 from a 1930’s dual carriageway into a motorway. This led the transport department at that time to compulsory purchase properties and demolish many houses in advance of works. This proposal came to nothing but was the beginning of planning blight that has dogged our community since.

· In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s the Department of Transport widened the A406 to the east of the A10 and to the west in Barnet. At this time they also produced a proposal for the road locally that would link to the two widened sections to the east and west. While this was a major motorway proposal the local community agreed to it, largely because it would separate north-south and east-west traffic by having the A406 in a cutting and/or a tunnel. Again nothing came of this proposal, and the planning blight continued and environmental conditions worsened.

· By the late 1990’s our MP at the time, Stephen Twigg, took up the local community’s cause and lobbied for improvements for the area and a proper scheme for the road. This finally resulted in the Government offering a somewhat arbitrary and derisory £28million for Transport for London (TfL), who had inherited the road from The Department of Transport, to provide improvements.

· Locally we heard nothing subsequent to this until our GLA member, Joanna McCartney wrote in early 2005 to ask for our views on what proposals for the road should address. This letter was followed by a invitation to view an exhibition of proposals developed by TfL. The invitation from Joanna McCartney asked for people to make their representations ‘to help get the best scheme possible.’ Alas the proposals exhibited were not, as we hoped, for discussion, but were presented as a ‘fait accompli’. (I will return to this below).

· Since the exhibition the local community have got together to form our group with two particular aims: firstly to bring about safety improvements in the area and secondly to bring about environmental improvements. At Joanna McCartney’s instigation we have now met TfL officers and have been informed by them that they are not entering into community discussions about the scheme but are proposing, irrespective of opposition from the local community and the local authority, to push ahead with an application for planning approval in November this year. This they accept will not receive consent and the proposals will go to a public inquiry and their entire programme for the works is predicated on this

As a community group we have serious concerns about the TfL proposals for the road and firmly believe that they will result in no improvements for those living here. Even TfL admit that they are primarily concerned with road safety issues and any environmental improvement would be incidental. In other words they are happy to see the local environment further demeaned in the cause of road safety. Also the proposals only address the road itself, peripheral land is shown on the proposal plans as ‘For Development’ or ‘Commercial’. Clearly there is no ‘joined up thinking’, there is no plan for the area as a whole, despite it containing a length of road of about 2km with large areas of land to the sides.

Also we have serious concerns about the long term. As a community this area has suffered blight for forty years, we believe the current proposals will not produce a solution to the traffic issues in the area and in consequence their effect will only be to diminish our services (including demolishing our chemist, our dentist, our plumbers’ merchant our Indian take away etc.) and add to the blight we already suffer. There are many houses that will be demolished under the proposals and nothing proposed to ameliorate the ensuing degradation to the environment of those of us who would survive this onslaught. But what is worse, our conclusion is that when the proposals inevitably fail to bring any improvement to the congestion, there will be another, bigger, scheme for us to suffer.

We are also extremely concerned that we hear reports, from Joanna McCartney, that our council, Enfield Borough, are preparing an alternative proposal, on which they have undertaken no consultation at all! What is more concerning is that this, we understand, is for an elevated motorway. We cannot understand how a public body can spend public money on preparing proposals for a road for which they have no responsibility, but perhaps this just illustrates quite how desperate things have become.

What I must stress is that we as a community are desperate for improvements to our area. Not only do we suffer the sort of noise and airborne pollution that residential areas with schools should never be subject to but, because of traffic congestion, ‘rat running’ at high speeds in residential streets is rife. In addition to this, due to the long term nature of the blight the housing along the A406, which is largely owned by TfL but much of which is leased by Enfield Council, has been neglected and become largely slums or worse. There are areas in our community that are in effect feral, the only services provided being the collection of bin bags on a weekly basis, no other services are provided. Here there is a complete breakdown of normal law and civilisation. This may sound like polemic but seeing is believing. 

One of TfL’s solutions to the problems of dereliction, squatting and urban decay is to demolish houses. This of course brings further degradation of the area, industrial type fences and unmaintained land ensues, as does increased pollution, airborne, noise and light for the properties previously screened from the road by the demolished buildings.

One of the problems has traditionally been the lack of cooperation between TfL and Enfield Council in coordinating services. This is caused again by lack of joined up thinking and action; it is too easy for each authority to pass responsibility for issues to the other body. This again is reflected in the road proposals. TfL have promised money for traffic calming in the side streets around the A406, but Enfield seem reluctant to commit until the proposals are completed. You will understand how frustrating this is for us who live here. I hope you don’t mind but because of this I have also copied this letter to the Minister for London for his information and for any help he may be able to give us.

It seems to us that the aims and requirements of PPS1 are being completely ignored in our area. Government bodies are making major proposals that affect the lives and livelihoods of our community without proper consultation and, frankly in ways that were more prevalent in the 1960’s and 70’s. We cannot but conclude that TfL are determined to spend what money they have in a way which will provide a palliative and, because no amount of stakeholder consultation is going to change things, they will just push things on in the way they want anyway. Meanwhile Enfield Council and TfL preside over housing and environmental conditions that, one is tempted to conclude, would not be tolerated elsewhere in the country.

So why have we written to you? It seems that the Government policy set out in PPS1 should be applied even-handedly throughout the UK. We are a community with a road running through it. There are serious issues here. We accept that the road has to be here but feel that successive governments and different government bodies have fundamentally failed to accept that the community has a right to exist and carry out its living and livelihood in safe and environmentally acceptable conditions, and are now prepared to sacrifice this for the sake of some limited safety gains but no long term solution to the road problems. What is required here is a plan for the improvement of the area, and this includes the road. You and your department stress over and over again that communities should be at the heart of decisions regarding their areas, the community here has been ignored and subject to appalling treatment for many years. If you can use your office to help us make our voice heard and try to resolve our predicament, we would be sincerely grateful.

Yours sincerely,

Peter Riddington, for and on behalf of the BTCAG

Copy: Jim Fitzpatrick MP, Minister for London

Bowes Telford Community Action Group

21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Phone: 0208 245 9888

Email: p.riddington@blueyonder.co.uk
Baroness Andrews,

Sustainable Development Minister, 

Department for Communities and Local Government 
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London
SW1E 5DU

6th September 2006

Dear Baroness Andrews

Government Policy on Planning Involving Regional and Local Government in London N11 and N13
I attach a copy of a letter I wrote to you on the 20th August. Your ‘Customer Relations Unit’ mistakenly forwarded this letter to the Department of Transport. As you may imagine as I had spent some time deliberately writing that letter to you and as it concerns issues of local community involvement in the planning process, issues you seem to quite frequently address in your role as Minister, I was rather irritated to be informed by your ‘Customer Relations Unit’ that they were not part of your Department’s remit and that it had been forwarded to the Department of Transport.

Let me explain, not for your benefit but for the benefit of whomsoever opens your mail, that the letter is about how we as a community, living adjacent to the North Circular, have suffered blight for forty years and continue to be ignored by successive governments. This is because the problems here are seen as a single issue, that of the road, and not a question of planning in a holistic manner putting the community at the heart of the process. I really believed from reading your speeches that this is what you and your Department were concerned about. 

In some ways though that your ‘Customer Relations Unit’ sent our letter on to the Department of Transport actually only serves to show how frustrating it is living here and getting government departments at all levels to listen to our voice and address the problems of our locality as anything other than a road scheme. I really had thought having read your speeches that you might. I am deeply disappointed that your Department felt you were not interested in such matters but I am determined that you at least get this letter and have therefore copied it, with the earlier correspondence to our Member of Parliament, David Burrows MP.

Yours sincerely,

Peter Riddington, for and on behalf of the BTCAG                     

cc David Burrows MP 

Bowes Telford Community Action Group

21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Phone: 0208 245 9888

Email: p.riddington@blueyonder.co.uk

G. Rolfe Esq.,

Transport Branch,

Government Office for London,

7th Floor,

Riverwalk House,

157-161 Millbank,

London SW1P 4RR                                                                         12th October 2006

Dear Mr. Rolfe

Government Policy on Planning Involving Regional and Local Government in London N11 and N13

Thank you for your reply to my letters of 20 August and 6 September addressed to Baroness Andrews. I am sure that you did not intend it to be patronising, but you should know that it does read that way.
 

Unfortunately, your reply also gives the strong impression that you have not read my letters, since you seem to be unaware that we fully appreciate which authorities are responsible for the road. Indeed, the serious matters that we raised have been ignored and entirely dismissively treated.
 

Your reference to "Golders Green" when we referred to the A406 at Palmers Green reinforces the view that you have not read our letters or understood the issues that we raised.
 

We have had many years - decades - of dealing with the various authorities. We asked the minister to intervene because those responsible for the road (GLA/TfL) and those responsible for the areas adjacent (Enfield Council) are not acting together to bring about an appropriate solution to the problems that result from the long-term lack of Government action. We would like the Minister to ask the GLA/TfL and Enfield Council to implement Government policy set out in PPS1 and produce an appropriate development Plan for the area that addresses its problems and is acceptable to the local community. 

 

Baroness Andrews has made many speeches about community involvement and the planning process. I am sorry to say that your response feels as though you are fobbing us off in the most dismissive way, and disappointingly makes her stated aspirations look like mere rhetoric. In the hope that this is neither her nor your intention, I repeat our requests and must ask for a substantive response to my previous letters. 

I should say that I have sent this letter and all of our previous correspondence separately to both Baroness Andrews and our MP, David Burrowes.

 

I am copying this and all of my previous correspondence separately to Baroness Andrews and to my MP David Burrowes. I will ask him to take up the matter directly with the Minister, in the hope of getting her department to take Government planning policy relating to community involvement seriously.
Yours sincerely

Peter Riddington

For and on behalf of the BTCAG

Bowes Telford Community Action Group

21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Phone: 0208 245 9888

Email: p.riddington@blueyonder.co.uk

Baroness Andrews,

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, 

The House of Lords,
Palace of Westminster,
London  SW1                                                                                     12th October 2006

Dear Baroness Andrews,

Government Policy on Planning Involving Regional and Local Government in London N11 and N13

Please forgive me for sending this bundle of correspondence to your office in the House of Lords but we have tried to contact you about issues relating the relationship between our local Council and the GLA since August. We have real problems trying to get these bodies to work together and the outcome in persistent long term problems for our community. 

This is set out in our first letter of the 20th August, which I would ask you to consider. The problems are related to the North Circular Road but the issues relate to the blight caused by the road and the lack of long term planning by the local authority and the GLA. This seems to us to be a case where Ministerial action by your Department might see Government policy implemented to the benefit of the community.

I should say I have copied this and the other correspondence to David Burrowes, our Member of Parliament, who is fully aware of the issues.

I do hope you are able to help us get these Government bodies working together, our community needs this. 

Yours sincerely

Peter Riddington

For and on behalf of Bowes Telford Community Action Group

Bowes Telford Community Action Group

21 Westminster Drive, London N13 4NT

Phone: 0208 245 9888

Email: p.riddington@blueyonder.co.uk

David Burrowes MP

The House of Commons

The Palace of Westminster

London SW1                                                                                        12th October 2006

Dear David,

Government Policy on Planning Involving Regional and Local Government in London N11 and N13

I am sorry to have to send you this bundle of correspondence but I still have not managed to get the letter I wrote to Baroness Andrews on the 20th August past her Departmental guards. You will see I have now sent a similar bundle to yours to her office at the House of Lords. 

We truly believe that unless Enfield Council and the GLA are forced to work together there will never be a resolution to the problems of the North Circular and the associated planning blight. If you could help us to persuade the Under Secretary of State to take an interest in our problem we would be most grateful.

Yours sincerely,

Peter Riddington

For and on behalf of The BTCAG

APPENDIX III
Schedule of mature trees adjacent to the A406

September 2006

1. Two Mature Lime Trees, Pymmes Close.

2. Mature Poplar to West of Pymmes Close (recently pollarded) and adjacent row of three large Limes.

3. Large row/ group of mature and smaller Ash Trees behind Westminster Drive to the south, both behind the gardens to the East and the garages to the West.

4. Two mature Sycamore Trees south side of A406 on the corner of Palmerston Road.

5. Mature Limes at the north side on the corner of Palmerston Crescent.

6. Three large mature Oaks outside Lynton Court, Bowes Road. These presumably predate the North Circular and relate to the original road layout and the late 19th Century housing.

7. Large mature Lime and mature Birch on the corner of Livingston Road.

8. Mature Lime East of 108 Bowes Road.

9. Mature Birch West of 108 Bowes Road.

10. Mature Ash West of 108 Bowes Road.

11. Large unidentified tree on the North East corner of Powys Lane/ Bowes Road. (Could be a poplar).

12. Large Lime outside 192 Bowes Road, only healthy one of an Avenue presumably planted when the road was built.

13. Row of Large Birch outside and to west of 200 Bowes Road, again presumably planted when the road was built.

14. Row of Mature unidentified trees (possibly Poplars) at the south end of Powys Lane (recently pollarded).

15. Mature Poplar opposite 165 Powys Lane and others to the North in the grounds of Broomfield School.

16. Mature ash at south corner at the entrance to the garages in Powys Lane.

17. Mature Araucaria araucaria adjacent to Broomfield Road
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