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Examination of London Plan 2017 as proposed to be modified  

Statement of the London Borough of Enfield on Matters 76  

 

1 Background 

1.1 Within its various submissions to the Panel, Enfield has been calling for more 

flexibility in London Plan 2017 in order that Enfield can meet the challenges 

particularly of delivering sufficient housing within the Borough to meet both its own 

needs and the wider needs of London.  

1.2 In this Statement, in relation to Matter 76 the Borough Council sets out its view that 

strategic transport infrastructure is the key to delivering further growth in Enfield but 

equally growth will be the matter that can in turn drive delivery of strategic transport 

infrastructure. We do this through directly responding to the Panel’s questions.      

2 M76 Q(a) Are all of the transport schemes set out in Table 10.1 necessary and 
adequate to deliver the development proposed in the Plan? 

2.1 It is clear, even without citing examples, that all the schemes in Table 10.1 are not 

there to deliver the development proposed in the plan.  Some proposals, like those 

concerning controlling air quality which Enfield strongly supports, are there to improve 

the lives of all Londoners. Some, such as smart infrastructure investment which again 

Enfield supports, will apply both to existing and new infrastructure.  

2.2 Indeed it is a feature of the Draft London Plan that the Mayor takes a broad view of 

what the content of strategic planning policy should contain and this applies equally 

within the transport section of the plan.  

2.3 Enfield is principally concerned with the key infrastructure proposals which apply to 

enabling future development in the Borough as listed in Table 10.1. 

2.4 The most important project to Enfield is Crossrail 2 (including the West Anglia Main 

Line Four Tracking) because of the opportunity it will create to drastically enhance 

public transport connectivity borough and unlock greater regeneration and 

development opportunities within the Eastern Corridor.  Enfield’s position on this is 

that this project is essential but more importantly it is the Four Tracking element within 

and immediately beyond Enfield which is critical. Four Tracking should be highlighted 

in it is own right in the Plan.  Enfield has spent the last four years engaging with 

Network Rail, Transport for London (TfL), the Department for Transport and the 
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Gerrard Review into Crossrail 2 exploring how this important element of the Crossrail 

2 scheme can be accelerated in order to deliver further growth within the Upper Lea 

Valley corridor. It should be recognized as a strategic project in its own right because 

of the significant gains for early development which could be achieved.    

2.5 Enfield wants to ensure that the ability to deliver Four Tracking within Enfield and 

beyond is safeguarded. It supports the safeguarding principle set out in Policy T3 as 

clearly the ability to deliver future strategic infrastructure schemes need to be 

protected. 

2.6 Enfield also considers that there is capacity within the Hertford North Loop which runs 

from Moorgate through Finsbury Park and up to Crews Hill within Enfield. This is not 

currently recognized within the plan probably because Green Belt development has 

been ruled out.  Suburban rail devolution is referred to within the Table 10.1 

programmes and the Mayor’s proposals for devolution of these are set out in the 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy 20181 but the particularization of these to give priority to 

those that can deliver development does not take place in the plan.  Enfield considers 

that this is mistaken.  This Mayor’s approach is wrongly wedded to the small sites 

strategy for housing delivery without looking at the strategic opportunities that go 

hand in hand with small sites delivery. Work should be undertaken on the 

opportunities arising within the Hertford North Loop particularly within Enfield. The 

current failure to address this is a missed opportunity which should be rectified.  

2.7 Within Table 10.1 there is reference to Bus Transit Pilots2 within Opportunity Areas.  

Enfield consider that this is rather limiting, and that Bus Transit needs to be explored 

holistically in relation to bus orbital connections (not referred to in Table 10.1 but 

critical to driving down car usage) and development opportunities beyond the 

Opportunity areas. Enfield considers that the narrow focus of the Mayor on the 

undeliverable small sites policy has led to a lack of creative thinking about the 

relationship between strategic transport projects and the development that such 

projects can help deliver.3 

                                             

1 See page 25 of the Mayor Transport Strategy 2018 
2 The Mayor’s concept of Bus Transit is set out on Page 235 of the Mayor Transport Strategy and 
appears to be consistent with Enfield’s concept which would particularly focus on road segregation 
to enable buses to avoid congestion.  
3 The Council working with TfL has commissioned the Enfield Orbital Rapid Transit Corridor Study 
that will identify the potential orbital rapid transit corridors to unlock growth and support low-car 
developments within the borough. 
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2.8 Enfield borders the M25. It has been engaged for some time considering how the 

Eastern Corridor development would impact upon the functioning and capacity of the 

M25.  Enfield has been actively engaged with Highways England in exploring the 

resolution of problems around Junction 25 where the motorway is crossed by the A10 

where commuter traffic from Hertfordshire and the surrounds comes into Greater 

London alongside the concentration of commercial vehicles currently accessing the 

concentration of industry and warehousing in the Upper Lea Valley Corridor.   

2.9 We discuss the issues here further in relation to Panel Question 79. From Enfield’s 

point of view there is a need for strategic infrastructure improvements here which are 

not referred to in Table 10.1, such as new slips or indeed new junctions all of which 

create opportunities for development which are not being properly explored in the 

draft plan.  

2.10 In conclusion we consider that the Plan needs to be more specific about particular 

strategic projects where these have considerable benefits to delivering development. 

The failure to identify these diminishes the effectiveness of the plan; making it 

unsound.   Enfield would like to see all of the specific projects referred to above listed 

in Table 10.1.  

3 M76 Q(b) In the context of the identified funding gap of £3.1billion per year, is 
there a reasonable prospect that the transport schemes set out in Table 10.1, 
and any other essential strategic transport schemes, will be delivered in a 
timely  fashion in relation to the timing of development proposed in the Plan? 

3.1 Enfield has considerable concerns that the relationship between infrastructure and 

the timing of development and is unclear because of the way the policies in the plan 

are likely to operate.  

3.2 The funding gap identified in research conducted for the London Infrastructure Plan 

2050 of £3.1billion is an overall gap covering not just transport capital expenditure 

but is a total deficit.  If one drills down into the London Infrastructure Plan 20504 the 

transport gaps are by far the greatest proportion of this at £2.5bn per annum though 

it represents just under 20% of the budget.  It is also noted that this includes aviation 

costs, though the significance of these to the overall transport deficit is not clear. Even 

so this is a considerable sum, much depends upon the business cases advanced for 

                                             

4 At page 72 of the London Infrastructure Plan  
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such expenditure. Those projects which promote growth are much more likely to find 

favour in funding allocations.  

3.3 The Infrastructure Plan 2050 was produced by the previous Mayor. The current 

Mayor’s priorities may not be sufficient emphasized in this.  In particular there is 

considerable focus in the London Plan and the Transport Strategy on the Healthy 

Street’s Approach. It is difficult to say how this may skew the deficit.  The following 

comment in the Transport Strategy5 is noted.  

A large part of TfL’s future capital spend is expected to be used to deliver the 

aims of the Healthy Streets Approach, and although these types of schemes 

are generally much cheaper to deliver than large infrastructure schemes, they 

cannot typically provide the revenue required to sustain further borrowings.  

Additional sustainable funding sources and project-specific grants are needed 

to deliver the aims of this strategy alongside contributions from London 

boroughs and the private sector. 

3.4 Thus it may well be that the projects to enable the implementation of a vision of a 

shift away from the car, which are the Mayor’s priority will actually increase the deficit.    

3.5 Enfield does not oppose the Health Streets Approach or the vision to reduce car 

usage. However, Enfield considers that the current overwhelming focus may be 

diverting some resources from freeing up development opportunities which - properly 

designed and serviced with the right infrastructure - may have greater potential to 

achieve low car usage.  Retrofitting is always more complicated.  

3.6 There are other potential funding advantages which would arise if London Plan were 

to be more flexible.  The most obvious of these is the prospect of some Land Value 

Capture where development takes place on low value land. Elements of this could 

make significant contributions towards delivering infrastructure. 

3.7 Furthermore the right investment in Good Growth may actually be more rewarding in 

terms of driving up London GDP and in particular increasing the quality of life.  Thus 

Enfield would like to see the following:- 

i) More transparency about the deficit in transport capital expenditure and how 

the Mayor intends to ensure that this does not hold up delivery of the Good 

Growth to deliver sufficient houses.  

                                             

5 At the last paragraph on p289 
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ii) The introduction of a further element to Policy T1 which confirms that there is a 

strategic priority to ensure that transport schemes which contribute significantly 

to creating housing development opportunities are to be priorities in terms of 

capital expenditure.  

 


