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Federation of Enfield Residents & Allied Associations 

Response to draft London Plan 2018 

FERAA has reviewed this draft London Plan and welcomes it in general terms, 

noting how it pulls together many strands of life in the Capital which, if 

efficiently managed can contribute to quality of life aspirations as expressed by 

our many members. But we do find the draft less convincing on means to make 

good the ambitions laid out in its many pages; implementation will be the 

touchstone of how much of a contribution the new Plan can make to life for 

millions.  

FERAA sets out below observations on how implementation can be frustrated 

or negatived by divergent councils. We seek assurances in the final plan that 

strategies are made substantive through supportive policies, even directives, 

to guard against tendencies in those borough councils seeking to evade or 

minimise concordance with the London Plan. Our experience in Enfield 

suggests there will be more than a few such potential conflicts. 

We propose a mechanism to accelerate and improve governance of Greater 

London; every borough CEO and Leader should submit themselves to 

questioning by GLA members in open session, as departments do in Parliament 

before select committees. The public would be free to view. Each council 

would be questioned annually on a pre-prepared summary of policy priorities 

it had selected to realise the aims of the London Plan. This would be a mutually 

reinforcing part of the London wide planning process, and educate GLA 

members in the realities of centrally generated policies. Councils not able to 

cooperate would attract demerits, as in Parliamentary proceedings. 

_______________________________________________________________ 

FERAA is the leading non-political volunteer body in Enfield voicing the 

concerns and interests of residents. FERAA has experienced a prolonged 

history of evasion by the current borough administration, which is apparently 

intent on revenue-raising to the neglect of quality of life issues throughout the 

borough. We seek assurances that the aims of the London Plan are applied to 

serve all residents in Enfield: 
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1. Environment: we particularly welcome the extensive coverage of 

ecology, culture and environment, building community assets and 

cohesion - areas either neglected or less effectively managed in Enfield, 

being displaced by short-termism and cultural myopia. 

2. The Green Belt is more than a bulwark to indiscriminate development; 

present proposals in Enfield seek to degrade and reclassify certain parts 

of the GB but are being pursued disingenuously and likely at the behest 

of developers. We insist the original aim of the GB, to inhibit absolutely 

ribbon and urban sprawl, are not put aside for cosmetic excuses over 

"quality of land." We reject this argument and subversion of the 1947 

Act by salami-slicing tactics. We have no faith in "swap outs" and see this 

process as another means of evading the Act. We also reject models 

avowing transfer of gain from released GB to reinforce other GB sites – 

this is neither practical nor genuine in Enfield which has a poor history of 

investing S106 monies for their originally designated infrastructure 

purposes. Degrading the GB in preparation for development is 

unacceptable, and absolutely not necessary given the known stock of 

brownfield land in Enfield. The original GB was not set up in error; it 

must be retained as such. 

3. Revised Local Plan: Enfield council announced a new Local plan process 

well over two years ago but has produced nothing to date. We fear this 

proceeds from a failure to agree a vision for the borough. The GLA could 

help by laying a duty on each borough to state its vision and get local 

buy-in, before a new plan is set forth.  A borough plan should be a 

cohesive entity, not a collection of patchwork quilts. Enfield has resorted 

to a piece meal planning approach to further evade essential definitions. 

Without a vision we have no basis of common acceptance on which to 

proceed. Ad hoc announcements and rhetoric are no substitute for 

rigorous process.  

4. The London Plan is key to local delivery: Enfield council is unfortunately 

not proactive, for reasons stated above, reacts to developers, and under 

values its notable borough-wide assets. It reacts to external proposals 

with inevitable patchy outcomes and inconsistencies. Its lack of 

commercial nous is very obvious so it needs help to find its way even 
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when it cannot admit to its shortcomings - Meridian Water being a 

prime example. When we look to neighbouring boroughs we see a more 

positive pattern, eg Barnet, where large developments are in hand and 

delivering, and note the difference in quality executions between the 

boroughs. We invite the GLA to recognise and take action to transfer 

best practice between boroughs to ensure a more even and successful 

level of performance. 

5. Fair and supportable inward migration should be agreed: Enfield has 

apparently been allocated a disproportionate share of London's 

migration / population growth. The council, instead of seeking 

assurances over supportive infrastructure for up to a further 75,000 

residents by 2031 is using this target unquestioningly on residents, 

apparently to prepare for revenue-generating housing. So, it insists it has 

no option but to open land for building. We urge that planned inward 

migration should be proportionate to capacity to house without 

degrading the quality of life in the borough through over-crowding, and 

recognise the stressing effect on migration arising from the high cost of 

housing in Enfield – back to lack of vision again. FERAA urges Enfield 

Council to re-scope its vision of itself to deliver firstly to its existing 

324,000 residents, and calls on the London Plan to incorporate 

safeguards to ensure this basic requirement is met for each and every 

policy. 

6. Projected Population growth – sustainable? Much of this London Plan 

springs from its projection of population growth to 2040 of nearly 2m 

additional residents. But the draft Plan is short on means to sustain such 

a precipitous rate of growth and is, we assume, pitched at this level to 

make a case to central government for additional resources. Failing 

agreement on this bid, the London Plan stands in need of redefining its 

population ambitions - it cannot face both ways simultaneously. Current 

transport and other infrastructure is already overloaded, as admitted in 

the draft Plan, and not likely to improve in the planning period, 

notwithstanding the additional Xrail 2 investment which adds just 10% 

to overall rail capacity. There is no provision for significant enlargement 

of the planned network, so additional 2m residents would not be 
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manageable without a distinct lowering in the quality of life. This 

inconsistency has to be resolved or much of the LP forfeits credibility. 

7. Population growth projections are apparently unsustainable and we can 

guarantee they will not be linear in any case. BUT GLA policy statements 

are collectively encouraging of further inward migration, ostensibly in 

the name of economic growth. However that is resolved, the allocation 

of migration to individual boroughs must be proportionate to their 

carrying capacity, taking their assets and infrastructure into 

consideration. On these grounds we believe the allocation to Enfield is 

excessive and should be scaled back. It is a feature of Enfield that the 

current administration sees no conflict in accepting high migration 

growth, because it allocates little value to quality of life and hence 

supporting infrastructure, merely seeking the revenue gain from 

population growth. This approach is of course the very essence of 

unsustainability. The GLA must anticipate such practices and modify its 

own ambitions and plans to derail perverse actions by an individual 

borough council. 

8. Distribution of low skilled migrants: There is every incentive to direct 

public policy to deter large accretions of low skilled residents in London 

suburbs, there being no long term economic reason for large numbers to 

avoid the obvious benefits of moving to lower cost areas of the UK.  The 

presumption that anyone has a right to live in London and be subsidised 

if unable to afford it, is unsustainable. Assisting relocation out of London 

should be considered on economic grounds. 

9. Affordable housing working against infrastructure; affordable housing 

may have presentational appeal but its consequences are clear and 

substantial, even to reinforcing the conditions that make it hard for 

newcomers to enter the housing market. Affordability is not free, it is 

both a drain on market purchasers, who have to contribute towards 

subsidies for their neighbours, so actually serves to maintain market 

prices – the very opposite of stated policy. Help to Buy has had a far 

greater impact on opening the housing market and should be the key 

tool to promote home owning, leaving much more land development 

value available to LA's for infrastructure investment.  
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10. Pressing need for social housing, managed flexibly: Social housing is 

under represented in the London Plan, where we feel a target should be 

set for each borough, as a top priority, albeit to let to tenants on 

reviewable conditions: allowing families to earn or inherit rights to 

subsidised public housing is simply wrong in principle and denies the 

proper allocation of resources. 

11. The value of community-oriented policies: The London plan makes 

great play on communities and this is to the point, but there is little 

follow-through. In Enfield we have great difficulty in persuading the 

council to shape policies to this objective, but success is key to retaining 

quality of life, and encouraging volunteering and mutual help amongst 

residents. 

Library services are under even more threat today, but we consider it 

key to education and community cohesion that these facilities remain 

open and accessible. Death by a thousand cuts is no policy, but we see 

no firm intent in the LP towards stopping abandonment of non-statutory 

services. 

12. Parks and open spaces – key to community cohesion:  we support the 

Plan's thrust in favour of retention and enhancement of open spaces, 

but whilst Enfield is blessed with numerous inherited open sites, the 

general view in the administration is that the borough is over-parked 

and can afford to reassign space for development – parks are apparently 

non-performing assets! We suspect that, with enhanced population 

growth, an opportunist council will indulge in the slow browning of open 

sites in preparation for reassignment. If our population is to expand, as 

advised, from 325,000 to 400,000 over the next 15 years this view 

cannot be allowed to prevail, and we ask that provisions in the London 

Plan are strengthened to prevent this seepage. 

13. Parks need protection: Unless parks are made subject to statutory 

protection, defending parks is best delegated to committed 

communities and residents. Parks in trust and other devices need to be 

formalised as priority measures. Boroughs such as Enfield are busy now 

developing income from their parks through commercial events and the 
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like, in effect erecting obstacles to the communitising of these assets; a 

solution needs to be found that does not allow boroughs to frustrate the 

overarching need to preserve open spaces for all their health and 

economy /cultural benefits to the suburbs. The National Park City 

concept, now embraced by Mayor Khan, is most welcome.  

The LP talks of the importance of public toilets – Enfield has in hand a 

plan to progressively remove all public park toilets, citing vandalism and 

cost as the cover story; FERAA totally rejects this further erosion of 

public assets – how can quality of life be retrained if toilets are 

removed? The LP needs to address this risk, and with sanctions. 

14. Pollution: is a substantial but localised problem in this suburb, mainly 

confined to arterial road corridors, and must be tackled locally. We think 

it possible to safeguard the air around sensitive installations - schools, 

hospitals etc; we urge the GLA to identify and force change around these 

sites, provide protection or move them elsewhere, using all approaches 

including street closure. Public support for strong immediate measures 

is guaranteed. 

15. Transport planning not working: – the LP admits the need for improved 

orbital public transport, but we see no evidence this will be 

implemented – it must be. Even small improvements in this respect will 

directly encourage fewer car journeys, and deliver much more relief 

from vehicle pollution than could ever be envisaged with the current 

programme of arterial cycle tracks.  

TfL should be directed to permit and encourage much more flexibility in 

organising bus services; Enfield council shows virtually no interest in 

responding to public demand for variations in bus services to strengthen 

orbital and core destination services. The LP should move on this as a 

matter of priority, allowing operators a greater say in scheduling. 

16. Transport capacity schemes are being frustrated: FERAA notes the 

overwhelming case for a Northern Access Relief Road in the east of the 

borough to carry the burgeoning traffic between developments in the 

lower Lea Valley and the M25.But neighbouring Waltham borough 

councillors refuse to agree a relatively small scheme that would confer 



7 
 

major economic and pollution benefits to thousands living in the NE of 

the borough, in addition to obvious economic returns to Lea Valley 

industry. FERAA considers it a test of the value of this London Plan that 

these objections are dealt with and a relief road is installed sooner 

rather than later. FERAA also notes the current Enfield administration's 

disinterested posture in meeting this need, even to the extent of 

removing mention of it from its 2016 NE Enfield Plan. 

17. Commuter growth is projected to rise by 20% in the plan – where is the 

capacity to handle this? Let us hope it is not assigned to a mass increase 

in "personal transport" ie walking - it certainly won’t be met in the 

suburbs by commuter cycling. 

18. Misplaced funding of arterial cycle tracks in the suburbs: arterial cycle 

tracks in the suburbs are seriously over-blown and misconceived. The 

need to encourage travellers out of cars is not argued, but such transfers 

to cycle as may be promoted are evidently diverting from public 

transport, so low gains in terms of reduced car usage and resulting 

pollution. Apart from some small health benefits it is a perversion of 

public policy to spend £1bn over 10 years for cycle infrastructure that 

yields so little. TfL's cycle strategy deserves immediate and critical 

review.  

The GLA must understand that there are two classes of potential cyclist – 

local trippers of up to 3km from home to shops or stations, and 

commuters. But trippers proceed the shortest route to their destination, 

mostly avoiding threatening cycle tracks; commuter cyclists for whom 

speed is all, will not use time consuming tracks with the added risk of 

collision with pedestrians at bus boarders every 400m. Had these facts 

been researched rather than asserted, this programme would have 

taken a different and much more positive course. FERAA strongly 

supports tailored local cycling routing using quiet ways, and opposes the 

deliberate blocking of arterial roads with obstacles that slow traffic and 

contribute nothing to pollution abatement. 

Summary: we believe the London Plan will continue to under-deliver if a 

basic assumption prevails that borough councils will always take a benign 
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course of action, one best suited to the long term benefit of their residents 

and employing best practices. Our experience in Enfield over several years 

denies this assumption. We observe that the differences in quality of 

management between boroughs could not be greater. The London Plan 

must therefore institute processes, checks and procedures that require 

significant decisions in all key identified areas to be brought in for 

compliance clearance and modification. 

FERAA 

MARCH 1ST 2018 

     

    

info@feraa.org.uk    www.feraa.org.uk 

 

http://www.feraa.org.uk/



