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1. Introduction and Summary Overview
1.1

This Position Statement is submitted by Aytans MFG Co UK Limited in relation to
Matter 6 and the related Inspector’s questions ahead of the Examination of the
Proposed Submission Edmonton Leeside Area Action Plan 2018 (ELAAP). Specific focus
is given to Question (ix) in relation to the alignment, constraints and achievability of
the Causeway on its ‘fixed’ route1.

1.2

JS and SS Aytan are the freehold owners of two key parcels of land that lie within the
eastern part of the Meridian Water area of the ELAAP. Aytans MFG Co UK Limited is
the Aytan’s clothing business.

1.3

Previous representations were made by Turley jointly in the name of Aytans MFG Co
UK and LaSalle Investment Management (LIM), acting on behalf of HSBC Pension Fund.
HSBC owned a large proportion of the land (approximately 13.5 hectares) on the east
side of the Meridian Water area. Since the Proposed Submission ELAAP was published
and representations were made, HSBC sold its land interests to the London Borough of
Enfield in June 2017. The land sold to the Council is hatched red in Figure 1 below. A
larger scale version of the figure is provided at Appendix 1.

1.4

Two plots (each of approximately 0.6 hectares in area) known as the Silvermere site
and Triangle site were sold by HSBC in October 2016 and April 2017, respectively, to JS
and SS Aytan. The land is shown in dark green in Figure 1. Their intention is to retain
this ownership in order to construct two buildings for flexible B1c/B8 use, with ancillary
showroom and offices. These buildings were granted planning permission by Enfield
Council (application references 17/02151/FUL and 17/02152/FUL) on 11 May 2018. The
buildings are to enable the Aytan’s clothing business to relocate and expand at
Meridian Water. Copies of the approved block plans and elevations for the
redevelopment of the Silvermere and Triangle sites are provided at Appendix 2.

1.5

The ELAAP Causeway route is shown marked orange in Figure 1. Notwithstanding
Enfield Council’s acquisition of a substantial area of land within Meridian Water in June
2017 after publication of the Submission ELAAP, the opportunity has not been taken by
Enfield Council to revisit the ELAAP proposals. Timescales would have easily allowed
the Council to determine whether there is the opportunity to locate the Causeway
route away from third party land. There has also been time to publish Modifications to
align it (or at least show route options) on land which has become fully under the
control of the Council.

1

Under ELAAP Policy EL6, described at paragraphs 5.8.1 to 5.8.10 and shown at Figure 5.1
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Figure 1: Land Ownership at Meridian Water. Causeway route from ELAAP Figure 5.1
1.6

With regard to paragraph 182 of the NPPF and, setting aside the change in ownership,
the alignment of the Causeway shown in the ELAAP does not need to be fixed. As a
result, and in combination with other Position Statements in respect of other matters,
the ELAAP is plainly unsound on the basis of:
•

Not being justified, as the most appropriate strategy, since the fixed/
‘safeguarded’ route in the ELAAP has not been subject to a transparent
comparative and equal assessment of reasonable alternatives in the evidence
base or in the Sustainability Appraisal; and

•

Is not justified or effective, since an alignment on third party land cannot in any
way be presented as the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives (for example, on adjacent land over which the Council
now has full control).

Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the objection
1.7

The representations made by Aytans MFG Co UK Limited under Matter 6 can easily be
resolved by simple changes to the ELAAP. These changes are specified in section 3
below. In part they require Figure 5.1 to show either (a) a different Causeway route (to
be marked “illustrative”) which avoids the Triangle and Silvermere sites, or (b) several
possible alternative options for the Causeway route; and revisions to Policy EL6 to refer
to the route as not fixed; and deletion of text in paragraphs is 5.8.7 to 5.8.10 which
seek (but fail) to justify the present fixed Causeway alignment.
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2. Matter 6: Transport and Movement
2.1

This section seeks to respond in detail to the Inspector’s questions under Matter 6,
focusing on question (ix) as follows:
“In relation to the Causeway, is it necessary for the alignment of The Causeway to be
fixed in the Plan? Is it achievable? Does it adequately take account of existing
constraints? How will it serve or impact on existing operators?”

2.2

Draft Policy EL6 the ELAAP includes a “safeguarded” alignment of the Causeway
through Meridian Water, as described at paragraphs 5.8.1 to 5.8.10. The route
(comprised of Segments 1, 2, 3 and 4) is illustrated in Figure 5.1 of the ELAAP.
However, the sections of the alignment located on the east side of the River Lee
Navigation are inconsistent with and different to all previous alignments tested or
published in the following documents:


Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework (ULVOAPF), 2013
(NRBD-03)



Meridian Water Masterplan, July 20132 (EBD-09)



Proposed Submission Central Leeside Area Action Plan (CLAAP), November
2014 (EBD-04)



Edmonton Leeside Area Action Plan Meridian Water ‘Scenario Testing’
evidence base document, prepared by Karakusevic Carson Architects (KCA),
February 2017 (ELAAP-14)



Sustainability Appraisal, AECOM, March 2017 (no alignments are shown)
(ELAAP-08)

2.3

The principle of providing an east-west route/spine running through the area, linking
existing and new communities and the station on the west side of Meridian Water and
Lee Valley Regional Park to the east3 is accepted and therefore common ground.

2.4

However, it is not necessary for the Causeway alignment to be fixed in the ELAAP in
order for the ELAAP to comply with the soundness tests under paragraph 182 of the
NPPF 2012, (or paragraph 35 of the new NPPF, July 2018).

2.5

Indeed, fixing the alignment is also not desirable. The ELAAP intends to set the vision
for Edmonton Leeside to 2032. The arrangement and mix of uses, sizes of plots and
building blocks and the extent to which uses over this time period can practically
provide active frontages to the Causeway is not known. A fixed alignment significantly
limits flexibility in masterplanning, design, layout and orientation of the new buildings
which will ultimately end up located along its route.

2

The Meridian Water is a planning and urban design guidance document, not SPG
th
As referred to under the 8 bullet point of Core Policy 38 in the Enfield Core Strategy 2010 and in section 7.3 of
the ULVOAPF, 2013
3
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2.6

The alignment also pre-supposes that the area of Meridian Water east of the River Lee
Navigation will be removed from its current allocation as a Strategic Industrial Location
(SIL) under London Plan (2016) Policy 2.17 (Table A3.1) and Enfield Core Policy 14. The
GLA has stated that this is not compliant with the London Plan4.

2.7

At page 11 of the KCA Meridian Water ‘Scenario Testing’ document it states that
“Releasing Strategic Industrial Land is essential to enable the critical east-west
connection across the site and the access to the Lea Valley Regional Park”. This is
simply not correct and it is noted on page 25 of the Enfield Council Schedule of
Responses in Plan Order to the ELAAP5 that the Council concedes “While the release of
SIL will allow the full potential of the Causeway to be realised, it is accepted that the
route could be achieved without SIL release”.

2.8

The intention to fix the alignment of the Causeway route in the ELAAP, as shown at
Figure 5.1 fundamentally makes the ELAAP unsound. The detailed reasons for this are
expanded below.

2.9

The Meridian Water Masterplan and the CLAAP have suggested different alignments to
the one now proposed in the ELAAP. Although these documents have been
superseded, it is clear that there is more than one potential solution. Not one of the
evidence base documents for the ELAAP, or the Sustainability Appraisal have carried
out a thorough comparative and equal assessment of reasonable alternatives. The SA is
silent on whether any alternative Causeway alignments have been tested and/or why
options rejected.

2.10

Paragraphs 5.8.7 to 5.8.10 of the ELAAP seek to demonstrate why each of the four
segments of the Causeway alignment are positioned as shown in Figure 5.1. (With
Segment 3 explained as being based on a 200 metre distance for pedestrian access to
bus stops and Segment 4 based on the position of the sub-surface Thames Water Spine
Tunnel).

2.11

In relation to the former, bus stops exist on Harbet Road, but there is no reason why
200 metres must be achieved as a threshold6. In respect of the latter, there is no
reason why buildings cannot be developed over the Spine Tunnel. Detailed discussions
with engineers at Thames Water Utilities Limited (TWUL) in respect of the foundation
solution for the planning application proposal on the Triangle site (ref. 17/02152/FUL)
which is located directly above a section of Tunnel resulted in no objection from TWUL.
Indeed, buildings located above it are desirable due to the compaction needed on the
tunnel to balance the water pressure within the tunnel. Existing buildings in the area
are also located over other parts of the Tunnel, as shown on the Thames Water plan at
Appendix 4.

4

Letter from Mr Jules Pipe, Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills to Mr James Gummery of Enfield
Council, 7 July 2017, paragraph 3, page 3 (refer to Appendix 3)
5
Submission Edmonton Leeside Area Action Plan Schedule of Responses in Plan Order (ref.ELAAP-05)
6
ELAAP Policy EL23 (Enhancing the Bus Network and Services) seeks ensure that: “Integration of bus and rail
services is improved, and to ensure that major new developments have good access - of no more than 640m from
the development - to a bus stop.”
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2.12

Paragraphs 4.23 to 4.32 of the Turley April 2017 representation document to the
Submission ELAAP explain the position fully in respect of Segment 3 and 4. There are
no technical or other robust reasons for the fixed Causeway alignment in these
segments.

2.13

Since April 2017 Enfield Council has made a very significant acquisition of land at
Meridian Water, east of the River Lee Navigation. As Figure 1 shows, this gives the
Council control of the large majority of the land on the east side of Meridian Water,
but the alignment of the proposed Causeway has been maintained across the
Silvermere and Triangle sites. With regard to NPPF paragraph 182 this can in no way be
seen as justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives.

2.14

The Council has had time and the opportunity since it acquired the land to properly
test and publish Modifications to the ELAAP which make a minor change to the
alignment of the Causeway that does not suffer the same consequences of the
currently proposed alignment which:
(a)

necessitates the use of third party land over which the Council has no control.
This severely compromises its’ deliverability; and

(b)

removes the benefit to JS and SS Aytan of two full planning permissions granted
by the Council in May 2018 which enable the beneficial redevelopment of the
Silvermere and Triangle sites on which they wish to relocate and expand their
business. Such uses are fully SIL-compliant. This would be a significant impact on
an existing local business.

2.15

For these reasons, there is no basis on which the ELAAP can demonstrate the
Causeway alignment shown is effective or justified as the most appropriate strategy,
when considered against reasonable alternatives. Policy EL6, paragraphs 5.8.1 – 5.8.10
and Figure 5.1 are unsound.

2.16

Paragraph 5.8.5 states that the design of the Causeway should reflect its dual role as a
route and a destination, supporting retail, leisure, community and cultural uses,
“reflecting and complementing the character of the surrounding neighbourhoods”. East
of the River Lee Navigation, the proposed alignment runs through SIL. Such uses are
not SIL-compliant and the de-designation of the SIL there should not be assumed.

Inspector’s Initial Observations
2.17

It is noted that in the Inspector’s Initial Observations (document ref.EXD-03), only “a
single route is defined for the east-west link referred to as the Causeway”. It is then
asked by the Inspector: “With this in mind, what factors have determined the selection
of alternative options for the SA? Is the Council assured that the SA has been robustly
prepared with a comparative and equal assessment undertaken of each reasonable
alternative?” In addition, “Taking into account the findings of the SA, how has the SA
process informed the selection, refinement and publication of proposals in the AAP?”

2.18

In the response letter prepared by Mr James Gummery of Enfield Council dated 11
June 2018 (ref.EXD-04) it is stated that:
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“The Causeway route has been developed to respond to the regeneration requirements
of the site. The route set out in the ELAAP responds most effectively to the requirements
of the new development and restrictions of the site. In particular the route must be
centrally located within the development if it is to provide the attributes of good
transport access for all parts of Meridian Water. Other routes do not meet the needs as
effectively in terms of traffic movement, pedestrian accessibility, and response to site
constraints such as the Thames Water tunnel. A further assessment of other routes
through the SA process was therefore seen as unnecessary”.
“The SA should assess reasonable alternatives - rather than all possible alternatives and given the reasons set out above, the Council is satisfied that the SA has achieved
this for plan-making purposes”.
2.19

None of the points made properly answer the Inspector’s questions, or criticisms made
by Turley in its representations, or set out above. In fact, the points made expose that
there is no justification for the Causeway route selected and, very significantly, no
options have been tested in the SA.
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3. Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the
objections
3.1

The representations previously made by JS an SS Aytan, set out in detail in the Turley
representation document dated April 2017 and updated above can be resolved by a
small number of changes to the emerging ELAAP, as set out below.

3.2

These suggested modifications have been shared with officers at the Council ahead of
the completion of this Position Statement but a response has not been received in
sufficient time prior to the deadline for submission of Position Statements. However,
Turley will continue to try to liaise with officers on whether these Modifications can be
made prior to the Examination commencing.
Table 1: Requested Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the objections:
Requested Changes

Policy EL6
•
Under Policy EL6, text reference to Figure 5.1 should state that any route of the
Causeway in the ELAAP “is indicative and not fixed, but will be determined through
further urban design work and as applications for plots within Meridian East are
formulated”.
•

Delete the 3rd and 4th bullets under Part B of Policy EL6 (which seek active frontages
on both sides of the Causeway and specify locations of parking along the route of
the Causeway). This is not realistic, especially as the design, scale, use and
orientation of neighbouring uses is not known. The text regarding parking positions
is overly prescriptive.

Figure 5.1
•
Amend the title of Figure 5.1 to read “Indicative Causeway Route[s]”.
•

The indicative route at Figure 5.1 to be changed to avoid the Triangle and
Silvermere sites. A route running parallel and just north of Anthony Way has been
suggested by Turley in the previous representations. As an alternative, graphically,
several possible alternatives on Council land could be shown.

•

Delete all references to the Figure 5.1 route being ‘safeguarded’, including at the
heading on page 60 and at paragraph 5.8.6.

Other changes to Section 5.8
•
A new figure showing the Council’s land ownership to be added. New explanatory
text to be added at 5.8.7 – 5.8.10 to explain the route (at least east of the River Lee
Navigation) “will be delivered on Council or publicly owned land and avoid third
party land to assist deliverability”.
•

Delete the unnecessarily prescriptive Causeway route widths from Figure 5.1 (and
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5.8.7 – 5.8.10).
•

3.3

Delete the text under paragraphs 5.8.7 to 5.8.10 (and especially in relation to
Segment 3 and 4) which erroneously tries to justify a technical basis for the
alignment of these segments. The reasons stated are not robust or sound.

Unless these changes are made, the ELAAP is unsound with regard to NPPF 2012
paragraph 182 and NPPF 2018 paragraph 35 for reasons that these elements of the
ELAAP are not effective or justified. The Council has included in its published Schedule
of Minor Amendments (ref.ELAAP-03) the proposal to add the following wording to
ELAAP paragraph 5.8.5: “The Causeway route shown by Figure 5.1 will be subject to
technical feasibility and detailed site investigation which may result in minor
refinements as necessary”. This wording in no way resolves the concerns or satisfies
the changes needed to the ELAAP to make it sound on Matter 6.
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Appendix 1:

Figure 1 Land Ownership at
Meridian Water and Causeway
Route
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Land acquired by Enfield
Council from HSBC, June 2017
ELAAP ‘Safeguarded’
Causeway Route

Appendix 2:

Approved block plans and
elevations for redevelopment of
Silvermere and Triangle sites
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Appendix 3:

Letter from Deputy Mayor dated 7
July 2017
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Appendix 4:

Thames Water Spine Tunnel Route
Plan
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