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RT HON MICHAEL HOWARD QC HP
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
REVIEW OF GREATER LONDON, THE LONDON BOROUGHS AND THE CITY OF
LONDON
THE LONDON BOROUGH OF ENFIELD AND ITS BOUNDARIES WITH THE LONDON
BOROUGH OF BARNET, WITH THE BOROUGHS OF HERTSMERE AND BROXBOORNE
AND THE DISTRICT OF WELWYN HATFIELD IN HERTFORDSHIRE; AND THE
BOUNDARIES BETWEEN THE LONDON BOROUGH OF ENFIELD, THE BOROUGH OF
BROXBOURNE IN HERTFORDSHIRE AND THE DISTRICT OF EPPING FOREST IN
ESSEX, IN THE VICINITY OF THE LEE VALLEY
COMMISSION'S FINAL REPORT AND PROPOSALS
INTRODUCTION
1.
This report contains our final proposals for the London
Borough of Enfield's boundaries with the London Borough of
Barnet, and the Boroughs of Hertsmere and Broxbourne and the
District of Welwyn Hatfield, in Hertfordshire. We are making a
series of minor proposals to remove anomalies, for example, where
properties or streets are divided by local authority boundaries.
Our report explains how we arrived at our proposals.
It also
contains our recommendations for a consequential boundary
realignment to link our final proposals for the outer London
boundary with those for the Essex/Hertfordshire boundary in the
Lee Valley.
2. On 1 April 1987 we announced the start of a review of Greater
London, the London boroughs and the City of London as part of the
programme of reviews we are required to undertake by virtue of
section 48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972. We wrote to each
of the local authorities concerned.
3.
Copies of our letter were sent to the adjoining London
boroughs; the appropriate county, district and parish councils
bordering Greater London; the local authority associations;
Members of Parliament with constituency interests; and the
headquarters of the main political parties. In addition, copies

were sent to the Metropolitan Police and to those government
departments, regional health authorities, electricity, gas and
water undertakings which might have an interest, as well as to
local television and radio stations serving the Greater London
area, and to a number of other interested persons and
organisations.
4. The London boroughs and the City of London were requested to
assist us in publicising the start of the review by inserting a
notice for two successive weeks in local newspapers so as to give
a wide coverage in the areas concerned.
5. A period of seven months from the date of our letter was
allowed for all local authorities and any person or body
interested in the review to send us their views on whether
changes to the boundari es of Greater London authori t i es were
desirable and, if so, what those changes should be and how they
would serve the interests of effective and convenient local
government, the criterion laid down in the 1972 Act.
OUR APPROACH TO THE REVIEW OF GREATER LONDON
6. We took the opportunity in our Report No 550, "People and
Places11 (April 1988), to explain in some detail the approach we
take to our work and the factors which we take into consideration
when conducting reviews, including the guidelines given to us by
the Secretary of State (set out in Department of the Environment
Circular 20/86 in the case of the reviews of London).
7. Subsequently, in July 1988, we issued a press notice, copies
of which were sent to London boroughs, explaining the manner in
which we proposed to conduct the review of London boundaries.
In the notice we said that, from the evidence seen so far, this
was unlikely to be the right time to advocate comprehensive
change in the pattern of London government - although the notice
listed a number of submissions for major changes to particular
boundaries which had been made to the Commission, some of which
the Commission had itself foreseen in "People and Places". These
and other major changes to particular boundaries are being
considered by the Commission as it makes proposals for changes

to the boundaries of London boroughs.
8. More recently, we have felt it appropriate to explain our
approach to this, the first major review of London since London
government reorganisation in 1965 and to offer our thoughts on
the issues which have been raised by the representations made to
us, and by our consideration of them.
We have therefore
published in May 1992 a general report, entitled "The Boundaries
of Greater London and the London Boroughs" (Report No 627), which
discusses a number of the wider London issues which have arisen
during the course of this review.
Paragraphs 41-44 of that
report, which relate to the impact of the M25, are relevant to
the boundary between Enfield and Hertsmere, Broxbourne, Welwyn
Hatfield and Epping Forest.
THE BOUNDARIES COVERED BY THIS REPORT
9.
This report concerns Enfield's boundaries with Barnet,
Hertsmere, Welwyn Hatfield and Broxbourne, and with Epping
Forest. Our final proposals for Enfield's boundary with Waltham
Forest and Epping Forest (to which this report contains a
supplementary final proposal) have already been submitted to you
(Report No 618), as have our final proposals in respect of
Enfield's boundary with Haringey (Report No 639).
THE INITIAL SUBMISSIONS MADE TO US
10.
In response to our letter of 1 April 1987, we received
submissions from the London Boroughs of Enfield and Barnet,
Hertfordshire County Council, Broxbourne and Hertsmere Borough
Councils, and Welwyn Hatfield District Council. We also received
representations from the Rt Hon Michael Portillo MP, and from 136
local organisations and members of the public.
11.
In its original submission, Enfield assumed that we would
be limiting our consideration to only minor boundary changes.
However, upon establishing that we would be considering all
suggestions submitted to us, irrespective of scale, the Council
submitted a new suggestion which would have had the effect of
transferring most of the Osidge area from Barnet to its

authority.
12.
To assist us in our consideration of Enfield's major
suggestion for Osidge, a public local meeting was convened on 22
and 23 November 1989. Mr F A Stone CBE DL was appointed by the
Secretary of State to act as Assistant Commissioner to conduct
the meeting, in accordance with section 65(2) of the Local
Government Act 1972. An account of the proceedings, together
with the Assistant Commissioner's recommendations, are reproduced
at Annex A.
OUR DRAFT AND FURTHER DRAFT PROPOSALS AND THE RESPONSES TO THEM
13. In addition to our letter of 1 April 1987, we published two
further consultation letters in connection with this review of
Enfield's boundaries with Barnet, Hertsmere, Broxbourne and
Welwyn Hatfield. The first, announcing our draft proposals and
interim decisions to make no proposals, was published on 17
September 1990. Copies were sent to all the local authorities
concerned and to all those who had submitted representations to
us. We arranged for a notice to be published advertising our
draft proposals and interim decisions. In addition, Enfield,
Barnet, Hertsmere, Broxbourne, Welwyn Hatfield and Hertfordshire
County Council were requested to post copies of the notice at
places where public notices are customarily displayed. They were
also asked to place copies of our letter on deposit for
inspection at their main offices for a period of eight weeks.
Comments were invited by 26 November 1990.
14. We received a total of 176 individual representations in
response to our draft proposals and interim decisions.
They
included comments from Enfield and Barnet, Hertfordshire,
Hertsmere, Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council, Mr Sydney Chapman
MP, and from local residents and organisations. The Metropolitan
Police informed us that it had no objections to our draft
proposal, and both the London Waste Regulation Authority and the
North East Thames Regional Health Authority indicated that they
had no comments.
15.

During the course of this review, a substantial number of

the representations received in response to our draft proposals
were lost in transit and, notwithstanding exhaustive enquiries,
were not recovered. In the interests of securing a proper and
thorough consultation,
we resolved to make every effort to
ensure that the effects of this incident were reduced to an
absolute minimum. Accordingly, we arranged for a notice to be
placed in the local press explaining the loss; re-advertising our
draft proposals; and inviting previous respondents to resubmit
their comments and views. We are satisfied that this incident
has not reduced the effectiveness of this review. However, we
regret that it inevitably caused some delay to our consideration
of the response to our draft proposals.
16. Our second letter, announcing our further draft proposals
for Enfield's boundaries with Barnet and Hertsmere, was issued
on 6 March 1992, and received similar publicity. Copies were
sent to Enfield, Barnet and Hertsmere, and to all those who had
made representations to us. Comments were invited by 1 May 1992.
17. We received a total of 12 individual representations in
response to our further draft proposal. They included comments
from Enfield and Barnet, and from local residents and
organisations.
SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE AND OUR CONCLUSIONS
ENFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH BARNET
a)

Station Road and Waterfall Road

Maps 1-4A

Draft proposal
18.
Enfield and Barnet submitted a number of identical
suggestions for minor boundary changes between Pinkham Way (the
A406 North Circular Road) and Blagdens Close, designed to remove
anomalies and to create a clearly defined boundary.
19. We considered that the Councils' suggestions would rectify
the boundary anomalies in this area and decided to adopt them as
our draft proposal.

Final proposal
20. Our draft proposal was supported by Barnet, the EnfieldSouthgate Conservative Association and by one member of the
public. However, it was opposed by two members of the public,
on the grounds that such minor change was unjustified, and would
be wasteful in terms of public expenditure.
21.
Another member of the public suggested that a clearer
boundary south of Southgate Circus would be established by a
realignment to the A1004 (High Street), Cannon Hill, Powys Lane,
Wilmer Way and Telford Road.
22. The suggestion to realign the boundary along the Al004,
Cannon Hill, Powys Lane, Wilmer Way and Telford Road, to the east
of the present boundary, would result in the transfer from
Enfield to Barnet of a cemetery, a sports ground, Arnos Park and
a large number of residential roads. However, we considered that
insufficient justification had been provided to warrant change
on such a scale, and that the existing boundary anomalies could
be rectified by minor realignments only.
23. While we accept that all boundary changes involve some cost
to public expenditure, at least in the short term, this must be
set against the benefits to be gained in terms of effective and
convenient local government. In this case, given the support for
our draft proposal, we have decided to confirm it as final.
b)

Osidoe

Map 5

Draft proposal
24. As indicated at paragraph 11 above, at the commencement of
this review Enfield suggested only minor changes to its boundary
with Barnet. In the vicinity of Southgate Circus, it suggested
transferring properties in Crown Lane, Burleigh Gardens and the
west side of Chase Side from Barnet to its authority. However,
following the submission by Barnet of suggestions for large scale
change in the area north of Chase Side, Enfield subsequently

submitted a more extensive proposal for Southgate, to transfer
to its authority the area bounded by Pymme's Brook and Oak Hill
Park. In support of its suggestion, the Council asserted that
Southgate Circus formed a focus for this area, and that residents
considered themselves to be part of Southgate.
25. Barnet submitted suggestions for minor change at Southgate
Circus, Southgate Technical College and Chase Side, intended to
unite the commercial centre and to address the division of
properties.
The Council strongly opposed Enfield's major
suggestion for the Southgate area, on the grounds that the Osidge
community identified itself with Barnet and that change on such
a scale would be disruptive, particularly with regard to
education provision for the area.
Barnet's arguments in
opposition to Enfield's major proposal are summarised at
paragraph 4.8.1 of Annex A to this report. Enfield's suggestion
was also opposed by 66 members of the public, many of whom
specifically referred to their concern over the impact it would
have on Barnet's education provision in the area.
26. We acknowledged that the present boundary alignment in the
Osidge/Southgate area was not the most conducive to effective and
convenient local government.
However, we felt that we had
insufficient information on which to base a proper assessment of
Enfield's suggestion or, indeed, to examine alternative options
for change in the area.
We therefore decided that a local
meeting should be held under the auspices of an Assistant
Commissioner appointed by the Secretary of State. The objectives
of the meeting were to ascertain the views and wishes of the
local residents and organisations, to assess the extent to which
Southgate Circus acts as a focus for shopping and transport, to
consider the best arrangements for service provision and
planning, and to analyse the community links in the Osidge area.
This would enable us to reach a conclusion on the issues
involved.
27. The Assistant Commissioner conducted the local meeting at
Ashmole School, Cecil Road, Southgate, N14, on the evenings of
22 and 23 November 1989.
A total of 461 people signed the
attendance register on the first evening and 339 on the second.

The Assistant Commissioner's report of the meeting, containing
a record of the statements made by Enfield, Barnet and by members
of the public is reproduced in full at Annex A to this report,
together with his conclusions and recommendations,
28.
The Assistant Commissioner also heard views on the
suggestions for boundary changes in the Cockfosters area. These
suggestions are discussed in paragraphs 43 to 77 below.
29. With regard to Osidge, the Assistant Commissioner concluded
that, in brief, the present boundary does accord with the pattern
of development; that the links of residents in the area are with
Barnet rather than Enfield; and that Pymme's Brook would not form
a suitable boundary, as it divides the northern part of Osidge
and would have serious consequences for service provision in the
area. He therefore recommended that we should reject Enfield's
major proposal.
30. He also concluded that any traffic management problems in
the area round Southgate Circus could be resolved without
recourse to boundary changes. He therefore recommended that we
reject Enfield's suggestion to place Crown Lane and Burleigh
Gardens in Enfield and, as an alternative, adopt Barnet-s
suggestions to unite Nos 119-123 Chase Side and the commercial
properties round Southgate Circus in Enfield.
31 . After considering all the information in his report, we
decided to endorse the conclusions of the Assistant Commissioner
in respect of the Osidge area, and adopted as our draft proposal
Barnet's suggestions for Chase Side and Southgate Circus .
Further draft proposal
32. Our draft proposal was supported by Mr Sydney Chapman MP;
the Enfield-Southgate Conservative Association; the Chipping
Barnet Conservative Association; the Head Teachers of the
Ashmole, East Barnet, Monkfrith and Osidge Schools; the Hampton
Way Nursery School; and the Ashmole Parents and Friends
Association; and by 16 residents.
In addition, we received
representations from 64 Osidge residents re-affirming their
8

desire to remain in Barnet.
33. Enfield expressed disappointment over our draft proposal and
that its suggestions for the area had not been adopted. While
indicating that it did not wish to re-submit those suggestions,
the Council asked us to consider realigning the boundary in Crown
Lane to the south side of the road, thereby uniting the entire
road in Enfield.
The Council's suggestion was supported by
Barnet which commented that several commercial properties
fronting Chase Side (in Enfield) have a rear access to Crown
Lane.
34. Our draft proposal was opposed by ten residents, one of whom
suggested that Osidge be transferred to Enfield.
35. Several members of the public had agreed that the present
pattern of service provision to Crown Lane was less than
satisfactory. One suggested that the whole of Crown Lane should
be united in Enfield, on the grounds that its division between
two authorities led to the duplication of refuse collection and
other services. He also commented that uniting the road would
enable Crown Lane residents to be policed by the adjacent
Southgate Police Station, which is in Enfield.
36. Four residents commented that they would prefer the boundary
to be realigned along Chase Side (A111) from Southgate Circus.
One described the existing boundary in Crown Lane as "a no-man'sland" which lacked proper street cleaning and lighting. A second
suggested that if the boundary were realigned along Chase Side,
Southgate Police Station would be transferred to Barnet, and
residents to the south of Chase Side could then be policed from
that station, rather than the more distant Whetstone Police
Station.
37. We observed that our draft proposal had attracted little
opposition and, in general, appeared to have met with residents'
wishes. In considering Enfield's suggestion for a south side of
road alignment in Crown Lane, we noted that the eastern part of
the road already lies within Enfield, and that, as part of our
draft proposal for this area, a further section of the road would

be transferred to that authority.
Furthermore, we had been
informed that Crown Lane provides rear access to several
commercial properties located on Chase Side in Enfield,.and that
the present division of the road caused difficulties with
maintenance and in resolving street nuisances.
We therefore
concluded that it would be in the interests of effective and
convenient local government for the whole road to be united in
Enfield, and decided to confirm our draft proposal as final,
subject to the adoption, as our further draft proposal, of
Enfield1 s suggestion for a realignment to the south side of Crown
Lane.
Final proposal
38. Our further draft proposal was supported by Enfield, Barnet,
the Head Teachers of Ashmole, Osidge, Monkfrith and Hampden Way
Nursery Schools, and the Ashmole Parents and Friends Association.
It was also supported by the Chipping Barnet Conservative
Association, on the grounds of the concern expressed by residents
that the present boundary adversely affects the enforcement of
parking and traffic controls in the Lane.
39. Our further draft proposal was opposed by one resident, on
traffic management grounds. Nevertheless, in view of the level
of support expressed for our further draft proposal, we
reaffirmed our view that the traffic management and . access
problems associated with Crown Lane could best be resolved by
uniting the road in one authority. We have therefore decided to
confirm our further draft proposal as final.
c)

Southaate Technical College

Map 5

Draft proposal
40. Enfield and Barnet submitted identical suggestions to unite
the Southgate Technical College in Enfield. We agreed that the
Councils' suggestions would result in a well-defined boundary and
rectify the current division of the College.
We therefore
decided to adopt the Councils' suggestions as our draft proposal.
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Final proposal
41. Our draft proposal was supported by Barnet,- the EnfieldSouthgate Conservative Association and by two residents. Enfield
did not comment.
However, it was opposed by one resident.
Another resident requested that we rectify the boundary anomalies
in his part of Blagdens Lane.
42.
We observed that our draft proposal had addressed and
rectified the boundary anomaly in Blagdens Lane. Accordingly,
in view of the support for our draft proposal, we have decided
to confirm it as final.
d)
Cockfosters - boundary between Monkfrith Way and Chalk
Lane
Maps 6-10
Draft proposals
43. The existing boundary between Monkfrith Way and Chalk Lane
runs to the west of, and roughly parallel to, the A111 Chase
Side/Cockfosters Road. It divides the community of Cockfosters,
as well as individual properties and streets, and the grounds of
Oak Hill Theological College.
44. Enfield suggested realigning the boundary to the curtilages
of properties, thereby uniting Freston Gardens and Heddon Court
Avenue in Enfield, and Ashurst Road, Belmont Avenue and Games
Road in Barnet. The Council's suggestion was supported by seven
residents.
45. Barnet suggested realigning the boundary along the centre
of Chase Side/Cockfosters Road, thereby transferring the area to
the west of the A111 to its authority. The Council commented
that the present boundary is unrelated to the contemporary
pattern of development, and that the A111 would form a durable
and clearer boundary. Barnet's suggestion was supported by five
residents.
46. We recognised that the present boundary in this area was
unsatisfactory, but concluded that, given the conflicting
11

suggestions for change, we had insufficient information on which
to base draft proposals. We therefore decided that, in order to
clarify the issues affecting Cockfosters, the scope of the Osidge
local meeting should be extended, to consider the boundary as far
north as Chalk Lane.
47.
The Assistant Commissioner considered that the present
boundary was unsatisfactory, and that it would not be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government to leave
it unchanged.
He concluded that there was some merit in the
suggestions submitted by both Councils but that, on balance, the
realignment proposed by Barnet would be more suitable.
The
Assistant Commissioner therefore recommended to us that, between
No 125 Chase Side and Chalk Lane, the boundary should be
realigned along the west side of the A111.
48. We accepted the Assistant Commissioner' s view that the
retention of the present boundary was not a satisfactory option.
However, we were less inclined to accept that there was no
community of interest which extended across the A111 in this
area.
Whilst we agreed that the precise delineation of the
Cockfosters community was a matter of debate, we considered that
it extended across the A 1 1 1 , and that neither Council's
suggestion would unite the community in one borough.
49. We felt that there were likely to be drawbacks with any
boundary that could be identified in the area, and that the
arguments in favour of the Councils' respective suggestions were
relatively finely balanced.
However, while recognising the
Assistant Commissioner's view that the A111 would form a clearly
defined boundary, we were concerned that such a realignment would
divide the Cockfosters shopping centre. We considered that the
shopping centre is a single entity which acts as a focus of
community life, and should therefore be located within a single
local authority. We therefore concluded that Enfield's suggested
alignments between Cat Hill and Chalk Lane would be preferable,
and decided to adopt them as our draft proposal.
50.
To the south of Cat Hill we considered that Barnet' s
suggested alignment would be preferable to either the present
12

boundary or to Enfield's minor suggestions for realignments to
the rear of Vernon Crescent. Its suggestion would also resolve
the division of the Oak Hill Theological College estate, by
uniting it in Barnet. We therefore decided to adopt Barnet's
suggestion, to realign the boundary to the western side of the
A111, as our .draft proposal between Cat Hill and Nonkfrith Way,
subject to a minor modification to link with our draft proposal
for the boundary between Cat Hill and Chalk Lane.
Further draft proposal
51 . Our draft proposal was supported in its entirety by the
Enfield-Southgate Conservative Association, and by two members
of the public.
The Heddon and Braemore Court Residents'
Association commented that it supported any realignment which
would have the effect of retaining the centre of Cockfosters
within one authority.
52. However, Enfield opposed that part of our draft proposal for
a realignment to the A111 south of Cat Hill, on the grounds that
the consequent transfer to Barnet of Oaktree School - an Enfield
school for children with special needs - would have a serious
effect on education provision in Enfield. The Council felt that
important links between the school and Enfield social services,
educational psychologists and welfare officers would be severed.
It therefore suggested a realignment to the curtilage of the
school, in order to retain it within Enfield. Alternatively, in
the event of this suggestion not being adopted, it requested that
the Secretary of State should be asked to ensure that no Property
Transfer Order be made, so that the school would remain an
Enfield school, serving the Enfield community. Barnet opposed
Enfield's suggested realignment, but supported the request that
a Property Transfer Order should not be made for Oaktree School.
53. To the north of Cat Hill, our draft proposal was strongly
opposed by Barnet, which disputed our conclusion that the
shopping centre at Cockfosters forms a focus of community life,
which should not be divided.
The Council resubmitted its
suggestion for a realignment of the boundary to the west side of
the A111 between No 125 Chase Side and Chalk Lane. It considered
13

that such a realignment, which it noted had been supported by the
findings of the Assistant Commissioner, would provide a clear
boundary, whilst uniting Oakhill College grounds, Games.Road and
the largest part of Cockfosters in one authority.
54. However, in the event that we were not minded to accept this
suggestion, Barnet proposed an alternative realignment which
generally followed the A111 but, by following the rear curtilages
of the shops on the west side of the Cockfosters Road, retained
the shopping centre within Enfield.
This was supported by a
local resident.
55. Mr Sydney Chapman MP opposed our draft proposal to the north
of Cat Hill, suggesting that the parades of shops on either side
of the Cockfosters Road (A111) are essentially separate shopping
areas serving different communities. He agreed with Barnet that
the road offered the most reasonable, natural and clearly
delineated boundary available in the area. Mr Chapman suggested
an alignment north along the A111 to Bournwell Close, and the
transfer of Bournwell Close, Fairgreen and Fairgreen East to
Barnet.
56. That part of our draft proposal for the area north of Cat
Hill was also opposed by the Chipping Barnet Conservative
Association, which submitted five alternative realignments, two
of which were identical to those proposed by Barnet. Of the
remainder, the first comprised a combination of the A111 and our
draft proposal in the vicinity of Chalk Lane.
An identical
suggestion was also submitted by a member of the public. The
second was to unite the whole of Cat Hill and the Cat Hill
roundabout in Barnet. Finally, the Association suggested minor
realignments to property curtilages to rectify divided
properties. The Association said that, if none of its suggested
realignments was acceptable to us, the existing boundary should
be retained.
57. Our draft proposal was also opposed by the Headmaster of
East Barnet School, 36 residents of those parts of Heddon Court
Avenue and Freston Gardens that were to be transferred to
Enfield, and a further 28 residents who were unaffected by our
14

draft proposal. A number of respondents specifically suggested
a realignment along the A 1 1 1 , while others suggested that the
boundary should remain unchanged. In addition, we received a
petition, bearing 162 signatures, from residents of the affected
roads, opposing our draft proposal and expressing support for the
Assistant Commissioner's recommendation to realign.the boundary
along the A111.
58. Three residents submitted further, alternative, suggestions.
One recommended that the western part of Cockfosters should be
transferred to Enfield, on the grounds that this area has always
been associated with the old borough of Southgate.
Another
suggested a realignment to unite Games Road and Chalk Lane in one
authority to facilitate the control of road and noise nuisances.
The third suggested a realignment which also followed the general
line of the A111.
59. Much of the opposition to our draft proposal focused on, and
emanated from, the area to the north of Cat Hill. It was clear
to us that many residents living to the west of Cockfosters Road
(A111) experience a sense of community with Barnet, and that this
had found its expression in significant support for a boundary
alignment along the A111, or to the rear curtilages of the shops
on Cockfosters Road. Further north, in the area of Games Road
and Chalk Lane, our draft proposal had attracted little
opposition.
60. To the south of Cat Hill, we recognised Enfield's concern
about service provision if Oaktree School were to be transferred
to Barnet. However, we noted that should there be a change in
the boundary alignment, both authorities were content that the
school should remain in Enfield's ownership, and that provision
could be made for Enfield to retain its local education authority
functions in respect of it.
61. North of Cat Hill, a majority of the residents of Heddon
Court Avenue, Freston Gardens and Cat Hill affected by our draft
proposal had responded by emphasising their links with Barnet,
and opposing transfer to Enfield. However, we remained of the
view that the Cockfosters community spans both sides of the A111,
15

and that to sever the commercial centre would unnecessarily and
artificially divide this community. We therefore reaffirmed our
view that the shopping centre acts as a focal point for that
community, and should not be split between two local authority
areas.
62. We considered that our draft proposal had offered a good,
clear boundary, insofar as it had sought to unite entire streets
in either Enfield or Barnet, with the minimum disruption to
residents or services.
However, in the light of the many
representations we had received, we decided to confirm only those
parts of our draft proposal to the north of Bevan Road and to the
south of Cat Hill. In the area between Cat Hill and Bevan Road,
we decided to withdraw our draft proposal and to adopt as our
further draft proposal one of the suggestions submitted by the
Chipping Barnet Conservative Association for minor realignments
around property curtilages.
Final proposal
63. Our further draft proposal was supported by the Heddon and
Braemore Courts Residents' Association and by two members of the
public. However, it was opposed by Enfield, Barnet, the Chipping
Barnet Conservative Association and by one member of the public.
64. The Heddon and Braemore Courts Residents' Association agreed
with the contention that Cockfosters forms one community and to
suggest otherwise, it argued, showed a lack of understanding
about the underlying affinities of the area. The Association
acknowledged the possibility that those Cockfosters residents
currently living in Barnet might feel a sense of community with
that authority, because the nearest schools are in Barnet.
However, it commented that the majority of Association members
believed that to split the community down the middle would be
detrimental to all who use and live in the area.
65. One of the local residents who supported our further draft
proposal expressed satisfaction that Belmont Close (off Mount
Pleasant) was to remain in Enfield, and commended the care which
had been exercised in giving due consideration to the points
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raised by both Councils. She added that Barnet's scheme for the
area seemed motivated by aggrandisement and did them small
credit. She also disagreed with the view that the two parades
of shops either side of Cockfosters Road represented two
communities.
66. Whilst expressing support for our further draft proposal,
another local resident indicated that, if we were to issue yet
further proposals, he would favour the boundary being realigned
along the A111, or to the rear curtilages of the shops on the
west side of the Cockfosters Road.
67. In opposing our further draft proposal, Enfield pointed to
the benefits which would follow from confirming our original
draft proposal, which, it argued, established a good clear
boundary, by uniting entire streets in either Enfield or Barnet.
The Council conceded that our further draft proposal would
probably attract minimal criticism from the public, but doubted
whether it would satisfy the criterion of effective and
convenient local government, or produce a clear boundary.
68. In support of its view, Enfield submitted a new suggestion
which, in essence, resembled our draft proposal but involved the
transfer of fewer properties.
Enfield argued that this new
suggestion substantially met the criterion of uniting entire
streets in either Barnet or Enfield.
69. In addition, Enfield commented that the basis of residents'
reluctance to transfer from Barnet to Enfield, which emerged
during the proceedings of the local meeting in 1989, had stemmed
from the fact that Barnet, as a local education authority with
a high reputation, operated an admissions policy which favoured
Barnet residents.
However, the Council pointed out that
following recent court judgments, a local education authority
could not discriminate against residents from outside its area
in its school admissions policy. This, it considered, would
allow Enfield residents to compete on equal terms for places at
Barnet schools.
Enfield requested that we reconsider the
opposition to change in the light of these developments.
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70.
Barnet, in opposing our further draft proposal again
challenged our conclusion that the Cockfosters community spans
both sides of the A 1 1 1 , with the shopping centre acting as the
focal point for the community. It considered this concept to be
seriously flawed, and inconsistent with our proposals elsewhere
in this review. The Council said that our further draft proposal
is an illogical compromise, resulting in an erratic boundary
between Cat Hill to Belmont Avenue, and which would prove as
unsatisfactory as our original draft proposal.
71 . Barnet reiterated its view that the only logical solution
would be to realign the boundary along the A111 (Chase Side and
Cockfosters Road), in accordance with the recommendation of the
Assistant Commissioner in 1989. It was prepared, however, to
accept a minor deviation to the west of the A111, to retain the
shops and access road on the western side of Cockfosters Road in
Enfield, if we considered it to be essential.
Barnet also
indicated that it found Enfield's new suggestion of interest but,
nonetheless, considered it to be inferior to a centre-of-road
alignment along the A111.
72. The Chipping Barnet Conservative Association, in opposing
our further draft proposal, expressed its regret that we had
rejected the findings of the Assistant Commissioner.
The
Association believed our view that Cockfosters Road acted a focal
point for the community to have been preconceived. In support
of its argument, it cited our contention that the roundabout on
Chase Side (also the A111) formed a barrier to community links
which enhanced the division between residents living on either
side. The Association said that it deplored our unwillingness
to produce an alignment which conformed to the published criteria
producing a clear, physical, identifiable boundary whilst uniting
the commercial properties in Enfield. This, it argued, could be
achieved by aligning the boundary along the service road to the
rear of the western parade of commercial properties.
73.
A member of the public, in opposing our further draft
proposal, agreed that the boundary should run along Cockfosters
Road, whether along the front or rear of the shops was, in his
view, of little importance. As a resident of Barnet using the
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shops at Cockfosters, he believed it was immaterial whether a
shop was located in Barnet or Enfield.
74. In considering the response to our further draft proposal,
we observed that, with the exception of Enfield's new suggestion,
the views expressed essentially reflected those generated by our
original draft proposal. In particular, we observed that no new
evidence had emerged to challenge our belief that Cockfosters,
as a community, spans both sides of the A111; that the shopping
centre acts as a focal point for that community; and that it
should not be split between two local authorities. Indeed, the
representations from the Heddon and Braemore Courts Residents'
Association and a member of the public supported our view that
Cockfosters is a single community, underlining the undesirability
of splitting it.
75. We took the view that it was difficult to verify Enfield's
claim that local opposition to change may have subsided because
of the enhanced right for residents to send their children to the
school of their choice.
Whilst the public response to our
further draft proposal was generally muted, we had no evidence
to suggest that this was as a consequence of improved public
awareness about education provision. We acknowledged, however,
that the rights of parents to send their children to the school
of their choice have been strengthened by recent court
judgements, which have established that local authorities cannot
give priority to their own residents in allocating places where
schools are over-subscribed.
76. In the light of the response to our further draft proposal,
we reconsidered all the suggestions which had been submitted to
us for boundary changes in this part of Cockfosters.
We
concluded that, with one exception, almost all had their
drawbacks, either dividing the community of Cockfosters or being
vigorously opposed by residents of the area.
77.
However, it seemed to us that Enfield1s new suggestion
appeared to offer a suitable boundary which would both recognise
the community of Cockfosters, and unite whole streets in one
authority or the other in a more effective way than under either
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our draft or further draft proposals.
Accordingly, we have
decided to withdraw our further draft proposal for the stretch
of boundary between Cat Hill and Bevan Road, and .to adopt
Enfield's suggestion as our final proposal for this area.
e)

Hadlev Wood

78. As an extension of its suggestion for the Cockfosters area,
Barnet proposed to realign the boundary north along the A111
(Cockfosters Road) from Chalk Lane to the point at which it meets
the outer London boundary. The effect of the suggestion would
be to transfer Hadley Wood from Enfield to Barnet.
Barnet
justified its suggestion on the grounds that Hadley Wood is
detached from other development in Enfield, and shares a greater
affinity with Barnet. The Council's suggestion was supported by
the Chipping Barnet Conservative Association.
79.
Barnet's suggestion was opposed by Enfield, the Rt Hon
Michael Portillo MP, the Enfield Preservation Society and the
Enfield-Southgate Conservative Association. Enfield initially
suggested that such a radical proposal fell outside the scope of
the Secretary of State's guidelines (Department of the
Environment Circular 20/86). However, we consider this not to
be the case.
80. The community of Hadley Wood appeared to us to be separated
from other parts of Enfield, forming a distinct, self-contained
community, and we agreed that the A111 would create a more
clearly-defined boundary in the area.
Nevertheless, its
geographical location is such that residents can go to Southgate
(Enfield) or Potters Bar (Hertsmere) as easily as they can to
High Barnet. Indeed, we recognised that a case could even be
argued for the transfer of Hadley Wood to Hertsmere in
Hertfordshire. We considered however, that these factors were
not in themselves sufficient justification to warrant the area's
transfer.
Moreover, we had received no comments or
representations from residents of Hadley Wood as to their
affinities and links, although Mr Portillo had commented that
residents had made their views known to him, and that they were
opposed to Barnet's suggestion.
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81 . We concluded there was no compelling evidence to suggest
that effective and convenient local government would be enhanced
by adopting Barnet's suggestion for change. Accordingly, in the
absence of any other substantive justification for the
suggestion, we took an interim decision to make no proposals.
82. Our interim decision was supported by Enfield, the EnfieldSouthgate Conservative
Association
and the Hadley Wood
Association. One Enfield resident, whose son attends a school
in Hadley Wood, wanted that school to remain in Enfield.
However, our interim decision was opposed by Barnet and by the
Chipping Barnet Conservative Association.
We received no
comments or representations from individual residents of Hadley
Wood.
83. Enfield expressed disappointment that our interim decision
had been phrased in rather less emphatic terms than it would have
wished. The Council reiterated its view that there was no reason
for Hadley Wood to be transferred to Barnet, and submitted that
we should confirm our decision to make no proposal for this area.
84.
The Hadley Wood Association commented that our interim
decision had been debated at the Association's 1989 Annual
General Meeting, and that there had been a unanimous vote in
favour of Hadley Wood remaining in Enfield.
85.
Barnet expressed concern over what it regarded as our
summary dismissal of its suggestion for Hadley Wood, and asked
that we reconsider our interim decision. The Council commented
that, since making its original submission, the development of
a new library and the prospect of a new shopping centre in High
Barnet, with linking bus service from Cockfosters station,
enhanced Chipping Barnet's attraction as a shopping centre over
Potters Bar. It also stated that over three thousand Cockfosters
and Hadley Wood residents were registered with the new library.
86.
The Chipping Barnet Conservative Association expressed
dissatisfaction with what it regarded as our refusal to publish
reasons for rejecting the suggestion that Hadley Wood should be
united with the other "Hadleys" in Barnet.
The Association
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contended that Barnet High Street provided the nearest
comprehensive shopping services for Hadley Wood residents/ and
the best access to local authority services and other facilities.
87.
While Barnet had asked us to reconsider our interim
decision, we felt that neither the Council nor the Chipping
Barnet Conservative Association had provided any substantial new
evidence to substantiate their claims that Hadley Wood residents
preferred to use High Barnet facilities rather than those located
in Potters Bar or Southgate. The extent to which Hadley Wood
residents would be attracted towards Harriet's facilities by a bus
service from Cockfosters Station is unclear. In addition, we
were unable to deduce from the information provided whether
registration with Barnet's new library was evidence of the
development of a strong community of interest or, indeed, what
proportion of those registering with the new library were
Cockfosters residents living in Barnet.
88. We concluded that the arguments advanced by Barnet were
insufficient to alter our initial view that Hadley Wood is a
self-contained community, whose residents may have as many links
with Southgate and Potters Bar as they may have with High Barnet,
and who apparently prefer to remain in Enfield.
We have
therefore reaffirmed our view that this area should not be
transferred to Barnet, and have decided to confirm our interim
decision as final.
ENFIELD*S BOUNDARY WITH HERTSMERE, IN HERTFORDSHIRE
a)

Waggon Road

Map 11

Draft proposal
89. Enfield suggested that the boundary should be realigned
along the centre of the King's Cross to Potters Bar railway line
northward from Waggon Road to the centre of the M25, then
eastward along the M25 to rejoin the present boundary.
In
support of its suggestion, the Council argued that a large part
of the agricultural land which would be transferred as a result
of such a realignment is already owned by Enfield.
It also
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expressed the view that uniting the northern sections of Stagg
Hill and The Ridgeway in its authority would assist with highway
maintenance arrangements.
90. Enfield's suggestion was opposed by both Hertfordshire and
Hertsmere, on the grounds that change was unnecessary.
We
received no other suggestions in respect of this section of
boundary.
91. We accepted that the properties on the northern side of
Waggon Road formed part of Hadley Wood and, as such, should be
united in Enfield. However, we considered that this could be
achieved by a less extensive realignment than that suggested by
Enfield. We also observed that Enfield's suggested realignment
followed a railway which for part of its course runs through a
tunnel, rendering it unsuitable as a basis for a boundary. We
therefore decided to adopt as our draft proposal an alignment
along the rear curtilage of properties on the north side of
Waggon Road, uniting them in Hadley Wood in Enfield.
Further draft proposal
92. Enfield supported our draft proposal. However, the Council
commented that it should be extended to transfer Railway
Cottages, which Enfield considered to be an integral part of the
Waggon Road community. It therefore resubmitted its previous
suggestion for a wider realignment to the western curtilage of
Railway Cottages and the north side of Waggon Road, then north
and eastward along the railway line and the M25, to rejoin the
existing boundary east of Stagg Hill.
93. Our draft proposal was also supported by the Hadley Wood
Association. However, it too suggested that our draft proposal
should be extended.
The Association submitted alternative
suggestions: first, to transfer Railway Cottages to Enfield, and
second, to transfer not only Railway Cottages but also the
property and grounds of "Longacres", immediately to the west.
The suggestions were submitted on the grounds that the properties
all form part of Hadley Wood, and have little contact with
Hertsmere.
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94. Hertfordshire indicated that it had no comments on our draft
proposal, and Hertsmere that it had no objections.
95. We agreed that Railway Cottages form part of the Hadley Wood
community and should therefore be united within Enfield.
However, we observed that the property known as 'Longacres' was
some distance from Railway Cottages to the west, and took the
view that the residents of the property were as likely to look
to Hertfordshire as they were to Hadley Wood. Accordingly, we
considered that the justification for transferring "Longacres"
to Enfield was less compelling.
96. We therefore sought a realignment which would unite only
Railway Cottages in Enfield. Enfield's suggestion for this area,
to the north of Waggon Road, followed a railway which, being
partly in a tunnel, did not offer a suitable boundary.
We
therefore decided to confirm that part of our draft proposal
north of Waggon Road and, as our further draft proposal, to adopt
the Hadley Wood Association's suggestion to unite Railway
Cottages in Enfield.
Final proposal
97.
Enfield expressed satisfaction with our further draft
proposal. We received no other comments, and have decided to
confirm our further draft proposal as final.
bl

Staoq Hill

98. As part of its original suggestion for a wider realignment
in the area north of Waggon Road, as described in paragraphs 89
to 91 above, Enfield had also suggested uniting the Alll (Stagg
Hill) and the A1005 (The Ridgeway) in its authority.
The
suggestion was submitted on the grounds that the current division
of these roads, the greater parts of which are already in
Enfield, caused maintenance difficulties, particularly in winter.
Enfield had also commented that its suggestion would unite the
land and farm buildings of New Cottage Farm (which it owns) in
its authority.
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99. In the event that we had not been minded to adopt this wider
suggestion, Enfield had also submitted a smaller, alternative
realignment, using the west side of the A111 and the north side
of the M25.
This, it commented, would achieve the same
objectives without using the tunnelled railway line or
transferring a large area of rural land to its authority.
100. We accepted that the two authorities with responsibility
for the A111 and the A1005 would be likely to operate different
gritting and road clearing schedules in the area, and agreed that
there might be some small benefit, in terms of facilitating
winter road maintenance, if the roads were united in Enfield.
However, we observed that either of Enfield's suggested
realignments would have the effect of separating properties to
the, east of Stagg Hill from the community of Potters Bar
(Hertsmere), from which services and facilities could most
conveniently be provided. We took the view that this would not
be in the interests of effective and convenient local government,
and outweighed any minimal benefit to be gained by having a
common gritting schedule for the All 1 and A1005. We therefore
took an interim decision to make no proposals.
101. Enfield opposed our interim decision. The Council took
particular exception to our contention that services and
facilities for the properties to the east of Stagg Hill can most
conveniently be provided from Potters Bar (Hertsmere); the
Council commented that this implied such services could not be
supplied conveniently from Enfield. Enfield expressed the view
that improvements to effective and convenient local government
arising
from
its
suggestions
would
far
outweigh
any
disadvantages.
Nor, it argued, would a realignment prevent
residents from carrying out commercial and social business
transactions in Potters Bar which, it admitted, is closer to
Stagg Hill than is Enfield.
102. Enfield had submitted no new substantive justification for
a realignment to the north of Stagg Hill, other than to reaffirm
that it would be capable of providing the necessary services to
the properties which would, as a result, be transferred. We do
not doubt this to be the case. However, we continue to believe
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that the residents to the east of Stagg Hill have an affinity
with Potters Bar, and that a boundary change in this area would
not be in the interests of effective and convenient local
government.
We have therefore decided to confirm our interim
decision as final.
ENFIELD'S BOUNDARY
HERTFORDSHIRE
The M25

WITH WELWYN

HATFZELD AND BROXBOURNE,

IN

Maps 12-20

Draft proposal
103.
Enfield suggested six changes to its boundary with
Hertfordshire between Coopers Lane Road and the Enfield/Essex
boundary. In the west, Enfield suggested retaining an area north
of the M25 Motorway, bounded to the north and east by Coopers
Lane Road and Cattlegate Road. However, to the east, the Council
proposed realigning the boundary along the centre of the M25 to
the point at which it meets the Enfield/Essex boundary, except
in the vicinity of the Holmesdale Tunnel, where it was suggested
that the boundary should pass to the north of the tunnel.
1 04. Enfield's suggestions were opposed by Hertfordshire and
Broxbourne, both of which contended that there was no need for
boundary changes. Hertfordshire drew our attention to Enfield's
inconsistency in proposing the N25 as the basis of a new
boundary, except where it would lose a large area of land.
Welwyn Hatfield commented that its boundary with Enfield should
be aligned along the M25.
105. We agreed with Enfield that the M25 Motorway would provide
the basis of a good outer London boundary in this area, as it
forms a clearly identifiable permanent feature and acts as a
barrier to north/south movement. However, we did not consider
land ownership to be sufficient reason on its own for departing
from such an alignment. We therefore decided to adopt as our
draft proposal an alignment following the M25 between the point
at which the motorway first crosses the Enfield/Hertfordshire
boundary in the west and Enf ield's boundary with Essex in the
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east, subject to an alignment to the north of the Holmesdale
Tunnel.
106. .Although Enfield had suggested an alignment along the
centre of the M25 as a boundary, we considered that it would be
more appropriate to use the northern edge of the motorway, to
avoid dividing the carriageways between two or more local
authorities.
Final proposal
107. Enfield generally supported our draft proposal. However,
it opposed the detail of the realignments in the vicinities of
Holmesdale Tunnel and Coopers Lane Road.
108. With regard to the Holmesdale Tunnel, Enfield commented
that our draft proposal would have the effect of splitting
properties on Lodge Crescent from their rear access road. The
Council therefore suggested that our draft proposal be modified
to leave the access road in Broxbourne, together with the
properties which it serves.
109. Enfield opposed that part of our draft proposal to the
south of Coopers Lane Road, on the grounds that it owns much of
the land between the M25 and the existing boundary. The Council
commented that the area includes Fir Wood and Pond Wood, which
make up Enfield's principal nature reserve, and that it was
concerned that the area's transfer would lead the deferment of
proposals for the reserve's improvement and, ultimately, to a
loss of ownership.
It argued that the existing boundary along
Coopers Lane Road is a well-defined and ancient boundary, marking
the northern limit of Enfield Chase, and that the change was
unnecessary.
However, in the event that we were minded to
confirm our draft proposal, the Council asked that we recommend
to the Secretary of State that no Property Transfer Order should
be made in this case, thereby ensuring that Enfield retains
ownership of the nature reserve.
110. The Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust also expressed the
view that the existing boundary should be retained along Coopers
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Lane Road, thereby keeping the Fir and Pond Woods Nature Reserve
in Enfield. The Trust said that it leases the area from Enfield,
from whom it receives considerable support. The Trust also drew
attention to the well-defined nature of the present boundary,
expressing concern that Enfield would take less interest in the
reserve if this area were transferred to Welwyn Hatfield.
111. The Enfield Preservation Society also opposed this part of
our draft proposal, on the grounds that the area in question is
Enfield's most attractive green belt asset.
The Society
commented that it had a greater confidence in Enfield's attitude
towards preservation than Welwyn Hatfield1s. It also considered
that with three crossing points along this stretch of the M25 the
barrier effect of the motorway, and therefore the logic of using
it as the boundary, was much reduced.
112.
Hertfordshire County Council indicated that it had no
comments on our draft proposal. The draft proposal was supported
by Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council, on the grounds that the
M25 would provide a logical and easily identifiable boundary.
113.
We observed that although the existing boundary was
satisfactory at Coopers Lane Road, it provided a less clear and
durable boundary than would the M25. In addition, we considered
that the use of Cattlegate Road for the boundary, rejoining the
line of our draft proposal at the M25, would result in a number
of rural properties north of the motorway, which appeared to
share an affinity with Hertfordshire, remaining isolated at the
northern extremity of Enfield. We reaffirmed our view that land
ownership was insufficient reason on its own to depart from the
clear and durable outer London boundary which would be created
in this part of London by an alignment along the M25. However,
we agreed that we should draw the Secretary of State's attention
to Enfield's concern that a Property Transfer Order should not
be made in respect of the Fir and Pond Wood Nature Reserve.
114.
In the vicinity of Holmesdale Tunnel, we agreed with
Enfield that our draft proposal would divide properties in Lodge
Crescent from their rear access road, and that this was
unsatisfactory.
We therefore decided to confirm as final our
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draft proposal for a realignment along the M25 Motorway, subject
to adopting Enfield's modification to the south of Lodge
Crescent.
ENFIELD'S BOUNDARY WITH BROXBOURNE IN HERTFORDSHIRE AND EPPING
FOREST IN ESSEX ON THE NORTHERN CURTILAGE OF THE H25 IN THE
VALLEY OF THE RIVER LEE
Map 20

115.
In our review of Essex's boundary with Hertfordshire
(Report No 596), we recommended that the southern part of that
boundary be realigned to the River Lee Navigation, to the point
at which the Navigation crosses the existing outer London
boundary. As part of this review of Enf ield' s boundaries, we
have confirmed our final proposal to realign a stretch of the
outer London boundary a short distance to the south of the
existing boundary, along the north side of the M25. The effect
of this is to leave a short gap between our final proposals for
the Essex/Hertfordshire boundary and the Enfield/Hertfordshire
boundary.
116. We have therefore felt it necessary to propose a technical
realignment, designed to effect a link between our final
proposals for the Essex/Hertfordshire boundary and the outer
London boundary in the vicinity of the Lee Valley. We have
decided to adopt this realignment as our final proposal for this
area.
The effect of our final proposal is minimal, and no
properties would be affected.
ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES

117.
Our final proposals will have some limited electoral
consequences for the local authorities affected by this review.
The details of our proposals for changes in electoral
arrangements are described in Annex C to this report.
CONCLUSIONS

118. We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised
in Annex D to this report, are in the interests of effective and
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convenient local
accordingly.

government

and
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commend

them

to

you

PUBLICATION

119. A separate letter is being sent to the London Boroughs of
Enfield and Barnet, Hertfordshire and Essex County Councils,
Hertsmere and Broxbourne Borough Councils, and Welwyn Hatfield
and Epping Forest District Councils, asking them to deposit
copies of this report at their main offices for inspection for
a period of six months. They are also being asked to put notices
to that effect on public notice boards. Arrangements have been
made for similar notices to be inserted in the local press. The
text of the notice will explain that the Commission has fulfilled
its statutory role in this matter and that it now falls to you
to make an Order implementing the proposals, if you think fit,
though not earlier than six weeks from the date our final
proposals are submitted to you. Copies of this report, with the
maps attached at Annex B illustrating the proposed changes, are
being sent to all those who received our draft and further draft
proposals letters of 17 September 1990 and 6 March 1992, and to
those who made written representations to us.
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Commission's decision to hold a local meeting
arose out of its mandatory review of Greater
London, the purpose of the review being to consider
whether or not to make proposals to the Secretary
of State for the Environment for changes to any of
the London Borough boundaries which would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local
government.

1.2

The Commission announced the commencement of the
Greater London review in a letter to all London
Boroughs on 1 April 1987 and allowed seven months
for the receipt of submissions suggesting boundary
changes and a further period of six weeks for the
public
to
examine
and
comment on
those
submissions.

2

BACKGROUND - The Authorities' Submissions.

2.1

Submissions concerning the Barnet/Enfield boundary
were received from both Councils.
The London
Borough of Barnet made a series of minor proposals
to realign the southern extent of the boundary in
the vicinity of Southgate and proposed that further
to the north Chase Side/Cockfosters Road (Alll)
should become the boundary, right up to the
boundary with Hertfordshire. This latter proposal
would have the effect (inter alia) of transferring
from Enf ield to Barnet both that part of
Cockfosters, within Enfield, which lies to the west
of the Alll and also the whole of the Hadley Wood
area.

2.2

The London Borough of Enfield made various
relatively minor proposals to realign the present
boundary, both to the south in the Southgate area
and also further to the north in the Cockforsters
area.
Enfield indicated that they had envisaged
the scope of the review to be fairly narrow and
opposed Barnet's proposals affecting Hadley Wood
"as not only being dramatically excessive but also
be ing outs ide the guide 1 ines" for the review. On
learning that the Commission would feel bound to
give
proper
consideration
to all
Barnet's
proposals, Enfield decided "with some reluctance"
to submit an additional proposal "of similar
magnitude", involving the realignment of the
boundary in the Osidge area along Pymme's Brook and
the southern boundary of Oak Hill Park, thereby
transferring a substantial part of the Osidge area
from Barnet to Enfield, Enfield maintaining that
that area had "a substantial community of interest
with Southgate".

2.3

Enfield's major proposal
for the Osidge area was
11
"vigorously opposed by Barnet, who stated ;-.hat
they could see no justification for the scale of
transfer proposed which would cause disruption to
services, and particularly Education; further to
the north Enfield recorded its "most strenuous
opposition" to Barnet's proposals that the Alll
should become the inter-Borough boundary.

2.4

After consideration
of the submissions and
representations from members of the public, mostly
from Osidge residents opposing the move to Enfield,
the Commission did not feel that it had sufficient
information to reach a decision on the proposal for
the Osidge area or on the proposals for the stretch
of boundary to the north, between Monkfrith Avenue
and Chalk Lane, Cockfosters, and accordingly
decided that before it proceeded -further, a local
meeting should be held to provide the Commission
with first-hand evidence of the views of local
people about the present boundary and possible
alternatives which had been suggested, including
Pymme's Brook and the southern perimeter of Oak
Hill Park.
I was appointed as an Assistant
Commissioner by the Secretary of State to hold the
local meeting and to report thereon to the
Commission.

3

THE ISSUES TO BE EXPLORED.

3.1

My

instructions

were

to

explore the following

issues:-

3.2

(1)

How suitable is the present boundary?.

(2)

Would the proposed realignment along Pymtne * s
Brook and Oak Hill Park engender more
effective and convenient local government?

(3)

Would any other alignment in the Osidge area
be more suitable?

(4)

Further north, between Monkfrith Avenue and
Chalk Lane which of the proposed alignments
would be preferable in terms of effective and
convenient local government?

It was stressed to me, and I made clear at the
local meeting, that the scope of the meeting did
not extend to the Hadley Wood area. The Commission
considered that it had sufficient information to
make a decision on Barnet's proposal affecting that
area, that the areas further south could be
discussed independently and that Hadley Wood should
not therefore be a consideration at the local
meeting.

3.3

I was
charged
with
the task
of
making
recommendations to the Commission for effecting any
changes appearing desirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government, after
taking into account the strength of local opinion
and having regard to the other criteria laid down
in the relevant circulars.
I was invited
particularly to consider
(1)

Whether the Osidge community
affinity with Barnet or Enfield;

(2)

The significance of Southgate Circus as a
shopping and commercial centre for the area;

(3)

Public transport links in the area;

{4)

The need for unified planning in the
centred on Southgate Circus;

(5)

The effectiveness of service provision, such
as refuse collection;

(6)

The
pattern of primary
education in the area.

and

had

more

area

secondary

4

THE LOCAL MEETING

4.1

The Commission decided to have sessions on two
successive evenings, namely Wednesday and Thursday,
22 and 23 November 1989, each commencing at 7.30
p.m. They were both held in the Assembly Hall at
Ashmole School, within the area of Osidge affected
by Enfield's proposals. Prior to the meeting I had
visited the locality on two occasions and spent
several hours touring the area affected and
familiarizing myself with the .boundaries under
review or proposed.

4.2

Prior to the meeting the two Councils had most
helpfully prepared jointly a very clear plan (copy
attached as Appendix A) showing the precise extent
of the alternative proposals and had distributed
copies of the plan widely throughout the areas
affected, with copies of documents summarizing the
two Councils' respective proposals. In response to
a request from the Commission both Councils also
helpfully supplied, at short notice, detailed
background information about the location and
organisation of a range of local government and
other public services for the areas in question.

4.3

THE PROCEEDINGS AT THE MEETING

Both meetings were extremely well attended, the
large hall in Ashmole School being completely
filled on both occasions, with standing room only
around the sides for the late-comers on both
evenings.
467 members of the public signed the
Attendance Register for the first session and 339
for the second session the following evening.
(Lists of those who registered their attendance are
attached as Appendix B and C) . I suspect, too,
that quite a considerable number did not sign the
register and that the total number of those
attending was likely to have been in excess of 900,
The vast majority had addresses within the Osidge
area, although on both evenings there was also a
small number from the Cockfesters' locality to the
north.
4.4

Both meetings were very lively and reasonably good
humoured and it was evident, from the outset, that
the proposals had evinced a great deal of interest
and concern locally and that the audience had very
definite views on the subjects in issue.
I was
left in no doubt at a very early stage, on both
evenings, that the general body of those attending
were very firmly opposed to Enfield's suggestions
that a large part of Osidge should leave Barnet;
statements frequently attracted significant and
spontaneous bursts of applause or the opposite!
There were plenty of both cheers and jeers but the
meetings remained good-natured and, I be1ieve,
reasonably
well-ordered.
The public address
system, on the first evening, was unfortunately not
as effective as it should have been, but for the
second evening a vastly improved system had been
installed through the good offices of a- local
resident.

4.5

I took care to ensure that both sessions were
conducted as far as possible on the same basis; I
thus made the same opening remarks on both evenings
and the Councils presented their proposals at both
sessions.
I insisted that informality should be
the keynote and thus did not allow any examination
or cross-examination of those expressing views to
the meeting, although I did afford both Councils'
Chief Executives a final opportunity, at the end of
the session,
to respond to any particular points or issues that
had been raised during the evening.

4.6

Having set out the background and the issues I was
to
explore, I
afforded
both
Councils
the
opportunity to put their respective cases first,
prior to the public having their say so that all
concerned should be fully aware and understand the

Councils' proposals for change.
Apart from the
Councils' Chief Executives there were 45 speakers'
on the first evening and 22 on the second. Despite
the numbers attending I believe that everyone who
wished to speak had the opportunity so to do and
both sessions lasted well over three hours.
4.7

THE LONDON BOROUGH OF ENFIELD

Enfield's case was outlined by its Chief Executive,
Mr McAndrew.
A copy of his f ul 1 statement is
attached as Appendix D but the following is a
summary of his principal points.
(1)

Enfield believes "that it is a bad idea to
use a main road to divide the community".
The main road can be seen as a "spinal
column" and the "bits either side" should be
associated with whichever Authority owns that
particular road. Again "it is a bad
idea" to have a major carriageway split
between different local authorities. "It
doesn't reflect the pattern of community life
in terms of community identity and it is more
than likely that properties facing the same
road will see themselves as being part of the
same community".

{2)

"It is obviously ludicrous to have two
Councils being responsible for the same
stretch of road, cleaning and maintaining it,
dealing separately with refuse on either side
of the road and trying to co-ordinate two
planning authorities."

(3)

Enfield are "roughly speaking happy with the
boundaries that we have, but
the
present boundary has a number of anomolies
which do need tidying up."

(4)

Enfield's tidying up proposals are "fairly
limited and very simple". These included (a)

The inclusion of Crown Lane and
Burleigh Gardens in Enfield, as being
"an integral part of Southgate Circus";

(b)

The inclusion in Enfield of
properties fronting Chase Side;

(c)

The re-drawing of the boundary in
Ccckfosters
"currently
running
through the middle of houses and across
gardens" to bring all of Haddon Court
Avenue and Freston Gardens into Enfield
and all Ashurst Road and Belmont Avenue
into Barnet.

all

(5)

Enfield's major proposal for Osidge arose
"after we received what we regarded as an
aggressive proposal from Barnet" (re Hadley
Wood).
The Osidge area suggested for
transfer is an area of which Southgate Circus
forms the hub and "which could be the basis
of a rational claim for the extension of the
Enfield boundaries". As regards education,
Mr McAndrew suggested that
(a)

Comparative statistics revealed Enfield
and Barnet to be very similar in
education provision;

(b)

A change of local authority boundaries
makes very little difference as to who
is eligible to attend
particular
schools;
Mr McAndrew acknowledged that until
shortly before the local meeting his
Council had been under the erroneous
impression that even if Osidge were to
transfer
to Enfield, the various
schools in the area would, in normal
course, remain the responsibility of
Barnet LEA. In response to a question,
Mr McAndrew affirmed that it would not
be his Council's intention to ask for
an order specifically to exclude the
transfer
of
the
various
school
properties;and

(c)

"People would be no worse off

under

Enfield's administration".
4.8

THE LONDON BOROUGH OF BARNET
Barnet's case was outlined by its Chief Executive,
Mr Caller.
A copy of the full
submission,
incorporating Barnet's case as circulated at the
meeting is attached to this report as Appendix E.
The following is a summary of Mr Caller's principal
points.

4.8.1

(1)

Barnet's

proposals

were

very

simple

and

complied fully with the required criteria.
They could be summarised as "bringing the
border up to the natural geographic boundary
between the two Boroughs and could be fully
supported by both historical and present day
characteristics".
(2)

Barnet resisted "with all the powers at their
disposal" Enfield's major proposal for the
Osidge area. MrCaller stressed that:-

(3)

(a)

Osidge area had always been under the
control of a Barnet Council;
the
present boundary is some 200 years old,
marking the western end of Enfield
Chase
and
the
boundary
between
Hertfordshire and Middlesex;

(b)

Patterns of development are clear.
Whereas Southgate Circus and the area
to the east of Chase Side were built
about the end of the last century,
Osidge was primarily open farmland
until
development for
residential
purposes between the wars;

(c)

Barnet had no problem in providing
services to Osidge and there was no
suggestion or expectation that Enfield
could
de1iver
services any
more
effectively.
If the 4 schools within
that area were lost to Barnet "there
would be a dramatic effect on the
provision of education in Barnet". "At
secondary level, the loss of Ashmole
School would leave a huge gap between
Friarn Barnet and East Barnet schools
and cause difficulties in the long term
provision of school places". He drew
particular
attention
to
Barnet's
educational
successes reflected in
recent examination statistics.

(d)

Barnet refuted Enfield's suggestion
that residents in the Osidge area
"looked towards Southgate". "Shopping,
community and social facilities all
exist in Barnet both in the area itself
and in surrounding areas".
(In
response to a subsequent question, Mr
Caller added that amongst the services
for which Osidge residents looked to
Barnet were Oak Hill Park, Osidge
Library, Barnet General Hospital and
Health Centre.)

Barnet's case for extending its north/south
boundary to the Chase Side/Cockfosters Road
line was "based on logic**. The Alll, as a
main feeder route from the North Circular
Road to the M25, is a busy main road with
some 22,000 vehicles per day and forms a
natural
perceptible devision, a
"real
hard-edged boundary" between Osidge and
Southgate; further to the north it would be
much more easily recognised than the existing

boundary, would overcome anomalies and would
have an inherent logic to it. The Alll is a
heavily trafficked
road clearly
causing
"community severance".
4.9

THE VIEWS OF THE PUBLIC

After the twc Councils had clarified aspects of
their submissions in response to various questions
that I posed to them, I then opened the meetings to
the floor, asking that views on the Osidge area be
given first.
(A)

4.9.1

THE OSIDGE AREA

On the Osidge issue, 31 members of the public
.expressed their views.at. the first session and 17
at the second;
of this total of 48, 45 were
opposed to Enfield's proposals and only 3 (all
Enfield Borough Councillors) were in favour.
A
range of arguments was adduced by those who opposed
Enfield's proposals. These related to :(1)

The Education Aspect. (22 speakers)

This issue tended to dominate the proceedings on
both evenings. Numerous present and past parents
of pupils at one or more of the schools in the area
affected spoke in high praise of their excellent
standards,
examination
results and
education
achievement generally. A number stated that they
had moved to the locality because of the policies,
extremely high standards and effectiveness of
Barnet Borough Council as an LEA. There was
widespread pride in and satisfaction generally
about the quality of those schools and their
achievements and much apprehension about the
possible effects on the schools if they were to
transfer to Enfield. It was averred that many of
the present staff would leave if that were to
happen and also that Barnet children would
thereafter take second place when seeking admission
as "out of Borough" children. Those voicing their
strong opposition to the Enfield proposals included
the headteachers of all four directly affected
schools;
the Head of Ashmole School submitted a
letter and petition signed by all members of both
teaching and non-teaching staffs at all 4 schools
"stating quite categorically their desire to stay
in the London Borough of Barnet".
(2)

The Pattern of Community Life (10 speakers) .

All those referring to this aspect were of the firm
view that the links and affinities of the residents
of Osidge were westwards with other parts of Barnet
and not with Southgate or any other part of
Enfield.
Southgate Circus was not seen as a
community focus or hub;
several speakers were
critical of its quality as a shopping centre,
contending that for local shopping Osidge residents
went to Hampden Way and for regional shopping they
went to Wood Green or Brent Cross. Many residents
also used a Barnet GP or Adult Education facilities
in Barnet, although it was acknowledged that some
made use of the Southgate Library facilities.
Speakers generally stressed that Osidge "had no
sense of community" with Southgate; the history of
the area had been Hertfordshire and then Barnet and
the area's contacts were all with Barnet. One
speaker pointed out that residents of Monkfrith and
Osidge currently make use of Barnet's swimming pool
to the west. Osidge felt itself to be very much a
"community within Barnet".
(3)

The Alternative Proposed Boundaries.
(a)

Chase Side (8 speakers).

Al1 spoke strongly in support of the Barnet
case
for
adcpting the
Alll
as
an
inter-borough boundary north of the immediate
Southgate shopping and commercial area. It
was a "spine which will get busier" and "the
fact that it forms a ridge from Southgate to
Ccckfosters means that the area to the west
looks to Barnet". The volume cf traffic in
Chase Side prevented any natural affinity
between residents on opposide sides of the
road and rendered it a natural dividing
boundary.
(b)

Pymme's Brook (5 speakers).

All felt that the adoption of Pymrr.e' s Brook
as a boundary would divide the community
either side of it. It was seen as a natural
- not a divisive - feature of that part of
Osidge and its adoption would "split the
community"; the Chairman of the Governors of
Monkfrith
School
felt that
"the
river
provided
the centre of the
community".
Moreover Oak Hill Park to the north afforded
a "community focus, particularly for people
in the Konkfrith" and so should not be
separated from the Osidge residential area.
(4)

Apprehension about
(5 speakers).

Enfield

Borough Council

Apart fror. those who opined that education
provision
in Enfield was inferior to
Barnet's, others voiced apprehension about
Enfield's comparative efficiency in other
service areas having evident suspicion of
Enfield's motives, citing a previous sale of
a playing field "to build a superstore".
Another speaker mentioned "rumours that
Enfield had development plans for the Ashmole
and Oak Hill sites".
4.9.2

No members of the public spoke in favour of
Enfield's proposals for Osidge but towards the end
of the second session the Leader of Enfield Council
responded to certain of the points that had been
raised and defended Enfield's education record.
His Council's proposals for Osidge had been
formulated to take a wide view of local government,
in the area as a whole, and it was not simply a
"tit-for-tat" proposal. Southgate was "one of the
major
shopping
areas
in North London",its
prosperity having been maintained and supported by
persons living outside the borough.
Enfield
planned to decentralise its services closer to the
customer - facilities such as the leisure centre,
swimming pool, library and its one-stop shopping
policy all suggested that Osidge looked to
Southgate and that it was a natural catchment area
for these new services.

4.9.3

Mr McAndrew responded to questions that I put to
him, during the course of the two sessions, on
aspects of his Council's proposals affecting
Osidge, along the following lines.

4.9.4

(a)

There
would
be
more effective
local
government in the Osidge area by its
inclusion in EnfieId - "improvement being
gained in the provision of services and the
pattern of leisure activities". He also
believed that the policy of one-stop shopping
was very efficient; the Borough Council also
intended to localise Social Services by
moving them to Minchenden which would serve
Osidge.

(b)

When asked what other substantiating evidence
Enfield had to suggest Osidge had a close
affinity
with
Southgate,
other
than
proximity, he replied that the libraries and
leisure centres were used by some Osidge
residents and that Southgate's sphere of
influence was, he believed, approximately two
miles which would include Osidge.

CROWN LANE AND BURLEIGH GARDENS

(proposed for inclusion in Enfield under their
original
minor proposals for the Southgate
locality).
Mr McAndrew submitted that these roads had a
natural linkage to Chase Side and that there were
traffic management arguments for their inclusion.
The Enfield Borough Engineer said that this would
allow Enfield "to bring about a controlled parking
zone which would allow residents to park outside
their own houses". In the Crown Lane area the two
Boroughs had both made proposals for solutions to
traffic management problems but nothing had been
done;
he stated that this was because of split
responsibilities between the two Boroughs.
The
approaches of the two authorities in Crown Lane
differed.
In response to ray request that he be
more specific about the types of improvements and
traffic management measures that could be employed
in Crown Lane and Burleigh Gardens, he stated that
problems can be sorted out when there are two
authorities involved "but it takes longer". These
roads "are in the Southgate sphere of influence and
there are problems with footway parking. The area
to the south west had a controlled parking zone but
confusion existed with residents as to its extent".
Mr McAndrew said that there were no traffic
management problems in Chase Side.
Mr Caller
submitted that the perceived traffic management
problems in Crown Lane and Burleigh Gardens could
not be taken in isolation as action to deal with
them would
only disperse the problems to
surrounding roads.
He advocated a comprehensive
Traffic Management Scheme in conjunction with
Enfield and did not consider boundary change
necessary to rectify the problem.
Both Councils' Chief Executives agreed that they
were unaware of any history of failure to agree
joint approaches to the problem of this area.
4.9.5

SHOW OF HANDS
On both evenings, following the expression of views
by both Councils and members of the public on the
Osidge area, I invited a "show of hands" so that I
might have further confirmation of the feelings of
those present.
On both evenings this indicated
virtually unanimous opposition throughout the hall
to Enfield's proposals, only a couple of hands
being raised on the second evening in their
support.
(B)

BOUNDARY BETWEEN MONKFRITH AVENUE AND CHALK
LANE, COCKFOSTERS

4.9.6

On the issues related to this length of boundary,
14 members of the public spoke at the first session
and 5 at the second, making a total of 19. Of
these, 9 were in favour of Barnet's proposals for
the adoption of the Cockfosters Road as a boundary;
6 spoke in favour of Enfield's proposals for
various adjustments to the existing alignment.

4.9.7

The following were the principal arguments advanced
by those who supported Barnet's proposals.
(1)

THE Alll AS A BOUNDARY

The current boundary followed a haphazard
array of roads;
the Alll was an "obvious
boundary" which "would unite the community"
at Cat Hill. At Cockfosters itself, the Alll
was a very wide road on account of service
sliproads at each side with under-road
pedestrian access and different types of
development on the east and west sides. It
amounted to "two separate shopping areas"
with only one pedestrian crossing point.
Many of Barnet's charity and voluntary
organisations in the area already saw the
Alll as the boundary and served that part of
Cockfosters currently within Enfield.
(2)

CURRENT CONFUSION

There was currently confusion on the part of
residents as delivery of local authority
literature was often received from both
Councils. A resident of Games Road pointed
out that that road was currently split, which
caused confusion;
for the future it should
all be in one borough; Barnet's proposals
would achieve that. A resident of Chalk Lane
said that "although officially in Enfield, he
did not feel part of that Borough - his
postal address was Barnet and he received
Barnet's free newspapers".
He be1ieved
transfer to Barnet might "improve parking
problems, stop pavement parking and ensure
the preservation of the open space playing
fields in Chalk Lane".
4.9.8

The following were the principal arguments of those
supporting Enfield's proposals:
(1)

To use the Alll would be divisive of the
"strong community of Cockfosters" and would
need "two road sweeping services, rubbish
bins and wheeled bins".

4.9.9

(2)

The Chairman of East Barnet . Residents'
Association feared "what might happen" if the
whole of Oak Hill College site were within
only one borough rather than two.

(3)

A resident of Games Road said that of 25
properties in that road, he knew 20 residents
wished to remain in Enfield and would prefer
that Borough to take over the maintenance of
the road.

(4)

Middlesex Polytechnic and a Special School
were both "strategic Enfield facilities" and
should not be transferred.

(5)

The Deputy Leader of Enfield Borough Council
considered
that
Cockfosters
looked
to
Enfield. Oaktree Special School, within the
area affected by Barnet's proposals, provided
for the whole of Enfield and was a leader in
its field.
There was also an Enfield
Sheltered Housing Scheme in the area in
question. Barnet's proposals would divide a
community. Traffic schemes were required to
deal with the traffic problems associated
with the Cockfosters Underground Station.

"COCKFOSTERS"

I sought to clarify the extent, historically and
currently, of the locality commonly known as
"Cockfosters".
It was put to me that Cockfosters
was an old community with its original village core
being based around the cricket ground and school to
the north of the area. The rest of Cockfosters had
developed in the inter-War years, following the
arrival of the Underground railway. To the west of
the old village core (now largely in Enfield) the
area of Wilton Road and Bevan Road in Barnet was
also very much part of Cockfosters, as was the
Trent Park Estate to the East. A representative of
the Enfield and Southgate Conservative Association
considered Cockfosters
to be one community
"clustered around two churches" (both to the west
of Alll). A Planning Officer from Enfield was of
the view that Cockfosters extended southwards as
far as Cat Hill/Bramley Road and eastwards half way
down West Pole Lane;
to the west of that lay
Oakwood.
Mr Caller submitted that the existing boundary was
an old established one deriving from an original
carter's
track
and
that
Cockfosters
was
subsequently built over this and spread westwards
as far as Park Road.
4.9.10

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES

In response to questions that I put to him as to
how Barnet would service the Cockfosters area in
question if all the land to the west of Alll were
within Barnet, Mr Caller indicated that the Alll
was so busy that it would be more convenient for
the residents on the west of the Alll to receive
their services from the west.
The Alll was a
significant natural boundary, cutting off residents
to the east, and that it would be logical that it
should become the inter-borough boundary.
4.9.11

SHOW OF HANDS

On both evenings, following the expression of views
on the Cockfosters boundary, I invited a further
"show of hands" of those affected. About a couple
of dozen people responded, on both evenings, there
being a majority in favour of the Barnet proposals.
4.10

FINAL SUBMISSIONS

In conclusion, on both evenings, I afforded the
Councils1 Chief Executives the opportunity to
respond to any points that had been raised.
BARNET -

Mr Caller submitted that

:-

(a)

Pymmes Brook could not be seen as an
appropriate boundary; the natural boundary
was the ridge along Cockfosters Road;

(b)

Voluntary
organisations
in East Barnet
already used the Alll as their boundary;

(c)

There had been no delays between Enfield and
Barnet
in
matters
concerning
traffic
management. The two Councils had co-operated
on major schemes in the past.

ENFIELD -

(a)

The Deputy Director of Education emphasised
the similarity in the provision of education
in the two boroughs;

(b)

Mr McAndrew was of the opinion that the
Councils could work together but that roads
should not be divided.
Cockfosters, like
Osidge, was proud of its community and it
should not be divided.

WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS

5.1

Following the Commission's initial announcement on
1 April 1987 that the London review was to start,
submissions concerning the Barnet/Enfield boundary
were received not only from the two Councils but
also from four organisations (the Chipping Barnet
Conservative
Association
and
three
school
organisations) and from 68 members of the public.
Almost all the latter were Osidge residents opposed
to the transfer to Enfield, primarily on the
grounds that Ashmole School was perceived as
flourishing under the auspices of Barnet LEA and
that to transfer it to Enfield would have
deleterious effects.

5.2

Many further letters and some petitions were
addressed to the Commission (or to me) prior to,
during, or following the local meeting.
The
general purport of these written representations
can be summarised as being as follows :Southgate/Osidge
In support of Enfield's proposals - 3
In support of Barnet's proposals - 77
Cockfosters length
In support of Enfield's proposals - 7
In support of Barnet's proposals - 5
The
arguments
advanced
in
this
further
correspondence were very similar to those addressed
at the local meeting itself.
Many were from
residents unable to attend that meeting; - a few
were from people who had attended but who wished to
emphasise or comment further on issues that had
been raised.
I have read all these communications with great
care and taken them into consideration before
writing this report.

6

'THE "MAIN ROAD" ARGUMENT

Enfield pressed strongly the view that "it is a bad
idea to use a main road (as a boundary) to divide a
community", arguing that people facing each other
across a road are more than likely to see
themselves as part of the same community. "The
main road can be seen as a spinal column and the
bits either side should be associated with
whichever authority owns that particular road".
But Enfield adduced little evidence to relate this
general
contention
to
the
particular
characteristics and problems generated by the busy

Alll.
Enfield argued against Barnet's proposal
that right through from Southgate to Cockfosters,
the Alll should constitute the boundary on the
grounds that that suggestion was "too simple" and
ignored "the pattern of community life". But there
was virtually no evidence before me to substantiate
this, save to an extent in respect of Cockfosters.
The Alll is an extremely busy, heavily trafficked
road which is clearly seen locally as the "great
divide'.
No one came forward, or wrote, to
substantiate the view that residents on the two
sides of this wide main road did, in fact, see
themselves as belonging to one and the same
community. Quite the reverse; many emphasised how
divisive it is.
Nor was I impressed with the
contention that it matters that two different
refuse collection authorities service the houses on
.the opposite sides of sucha wide and busy main
road. I cannot see why it should be intrinsically
"bad" for the properties on two sides of such a
road to be in different authorities' areas. At the
present time almost all the properties on the
western side of Chase Side, between Chase Way and
Monkfrith Way are in Barnet, but Enfield were
unable to point to any particular problems to which
this had given rise.
I endorse their submission
that it is inappropriate for a major carriageway to
be split between different local authorities, but
the problems to which that can give rise are
generally avoided if the boundary runs along the
side rather than the centre of the highway, so that
the whole of the highway lies clearly within the
area and hence the undisputed responsibility of one
of the two authorities.
7

SOME SIGNIFICANT MATTERS

Before summarising my conclusions on the issues
that I was asked particularly to explore, I shall
comment briefly on certain specific matters to
which I was invited to address myself. (see para
3.3 above).
7.1

WHETHER THE OSIDE COMMUNITY HAS MORE AFFINITY WITH
BARNET OR ENFIELD

One could not fail to be impressed by the
remarkably high numbers of residents, particularly
from the Osidge area, who took the opportunity to
attend one or other of the two sessions of the
local meeting.
Clearly Enfield's proposal to
absorb most of Osidge, an after-thought evidently
triggered off by Barnet's "bid" for Hadley Wood,
had released some extremely strong community
feelings and generated, seemingly, universal
opposition on the part of Osidge residents. There
was total refutation of Enfield's contention that
they "looked to" Southgate.

I have no reason to think that the unanimous views
of the Osidge residents who attended the local
meeting were not representative of the view of the
community as a whole and both from their
submissions
and
from
the
many
written
representations I am left in no doubt at all that
Osidge has strong community and social, links and
affinity with other parts of Barnet. I have seen
no evidence of any at all with Enfield, save
proximity to Southgate. One could not be other
than impressed by Osidge's great sense of belonging
and loyalty to Barnet.
7.2

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF SOUTHGATE CIRCUS AS A SHOPPING
AND COMMERCIAL CENTRE.

It is certainly not seen as such by Osidge
residents, virtually none of whom admitted, at the
local meeting, even to using it. Many insisted
that they preferred to do their local shopping at
the Hampden Square shopping centre in the middle of
Osidge (which for most of Osidge is considerably
nearer) and their major shopping in East Barnet, or
further afield.
I received no evidence that
Southgate Circus was of significance as their
shopping or commercial centre or as the "hub" of
the locality as Enfield claimed.
7.3

PUBLIC TRANSPORT LINKS IN THE AREA

Several Osidge residents emphasised that whereas
they could travel by one bus to Hampden Square
shops, a journey to Southgate Circus would
necessitate having to change buses en route. Four
bus routes and one night bus route run through or
ad j acent to the Os idge area, with two and four
buses an hour to other parts of the Barnet area.
None of these goes to Southgate Circus, serviced by
a bus route along Cockfosters Road/Chase Side.
7.4

THE NEED FOR UNIFIED PLANNING CENTRED ON SOUTHGATE
CIRCUS

Such an argument seems superficially attractive but
no evidence was put before me, in corroboration of
such a need, to justify, on these grounds, the
inclusion of Osidge in Enfield.
The area is
already fully developed with inter-war residential
estates and I am not persuaded that there are
cogent planning reasons for its incorporation with
the very different late nineteenth century shopping
and commercial locality of Southgate Circus. The
only possible exception to this might relate to the
need for traffic management controls and measures
affecting Crown Lane and Burleigh Gardens about
which I comment further below. (See 8.3).

7.5

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICE PROVISION

There is unusually high praise from residents for
the quality and effectiveness of the local
government services provided by Barnet for Osidge.
Education, refuse collection, social services,
libraries, parks and other recreation services all alike are well regarded and I have not heard or
read anything whatsoever to suggest that transfer
to Enfield would result in any improvement;
indeed, the most that Enfield's Chief Executive
claimed was that people "would be no worse off".
7.6

THE PATTERN OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION IN
THE AREA

Four schools lie within the area affected
Enfield's major proposal for Osidge (a)

by

Hampden Way Nursery School
100 children on roll

(b)

Monkfrith Junior and Middle School
186 children on roll

(c)

Osidge Junior and Middle School
417 children on roll

(d)

Ashmole Secondary School
915 children on roll

All of these schools take a considerable number of
their pupils from elsewhere in Barnet and also a
small number from Enfield. As outlined earlier in
this report, it was stressed to me by Barnet that
if these schools were lost to that Borough there
would be a dramatic effect on the provision of
education in Barnet both at secondary, primary and
nursery level. Enfield, on the other hand, did not
dispute the submission that they had no need for
these school places. I believe it important, when
considering whether the proposal for Osidge would
be in the interests of convenient and effective
local government, also to take fully into account
what would be the consequential effects on the
pattern of education provision in the rest of
Barnet.

8

CONCLUSIONS

I summarise my conclusions on the various issues
that I was asked specifically to explore.
(See
para 3.1 above).
8.1

HOW SUITABLE IS THE PRESENT BOUNDARY?

I see very little wrong with the north-south
inter-borough boundary south of Monkfrith Way. It
effectively divides the inter-war
residential
estate development of Osidge to the west from the
generally older shopping and commercial area of
Southgate to the east. It is consistent with the
pattern of past development and of present
community links and affinities. I accept that it
is very close to the centre of Southgate Circus
butl have not been made aware that this gives rise
to any particular present or foreseeable planning
or other problems, save perhaps in respect of
traffic management issues affecting Crown Lane and
Burleigh Gardens (as to which see 8.3 below). I am
not aware that this length of the present boundary
(even though part of it runs between 125 Chase Side
and just south of Monkfrith Way along the frontage
of those properties to the Alll) has given rise to
any problems at all in connection with the
provision of highways or other local government
services.
8.2

WOULD THE PROPOSED REALIGNMENT ALONG PYMMES BROOK
AND OAK HILL PARK ENGENDER MORE EFFECTIVE AND
CONVENIENT LOCAL GOVERNMENT?

8.2.1

I am certain that it would not. Although this
natural feature may seem superficially appropriate
as an alternative boundary, I am satisfied that the
Pymme's Brook cannot really be seen as "divisive".
Although theoretically a suitable type of boundary,
it is in the wrong place, particularly to the north
between Osidge Lane and Parkside Gardens. It is an
attractive
natural
feature
running
through
residential
development which
is virtually
identical on both sides of the stream and forms
essentially one estate. Osidge lies both to the
east and west, the local library, for example,
being a few hundred yards to the west.
Its
adoption as a boundary would thus sever the Osidge
community, whilst the use of the southern boundary
of Oak Hill Park in an eastern direction would
further divorce much of Osidge from the Park's
extensive leisure facilities of which Osidge
residents make much use.

8.2.2

But more significantly, such a realignment would
mean the transfer of much of Osidge to Enfield.
For reasons already fully rehearsed, I believe that
this would be in complete conflict with the pattern
of community life; Osidge's links and affinities
are with Barnet, not with Enfield. On that point,
the views and wishes of the local residents have
been made abundantly clear and there is a complete
absence of evidence that its adoption would result

in any more convenient
or effective
local
government;
Barnet's services are already of a
high standard and much appreciated. The loss of
the facilities, particularly educational, within
the
area
would
cause
Barnet
considerable
operational problems; on the other hand, it has
not been suggested that its inclusion would in any
way benefit the pattern of local administration of
Enfield's services.
For a range of reasons,
therefore, I conclude that such a realignment would
be neither appropriate nor beneficial.
8.3

WOULD ANY OTHER ALIGNMENT IN THE OSIDGE AREA BE
MORE SUITABLE?

8.3.1

The only other possibility is Enfield's "minimum
proposal" for the transfer to Enfield of both Crown
Lane and the houses on both sides of Burleigh
Gardens which, Enfield contend have a natural
linkage to Chase Side and form an integral part of
Southgate Circus;
Enfield submitted that their
inclusion would "overcome problems relating to
traffic management for these roads".

8.3.2

I have little feel for the views of the residents
on this issue and have to rely primarily on what
was said at the local meeting by the two
authorities'
representatives
and on my own
inspection of the position on the ground. Clearly
there are problems relating to through traffic and
parking, including it seems some pressure for a
controlled parking zone for residents. I was told
by Enfield, at the first session, that the
approaches of the two authorities.differed and that
in consequence there had been inaction.
At the
second session, however, both Councils agreed that
they were unaware of any history of failure to
agree joint approaches to the traffic problem of
this locality.
The Chief Executive of Barnet
submitted that the traffic management problems in
these two roads could not be taken in isolation as
action to deal with them would only disperse the
problems to surrounding roads in Osidge.
He
advocated a comprehensive traffic management scheme
for the area in conjunction with Enfield.
I
understand, indeed, that the two Councils are in
general accord to prevent excess through traffic
using these roads and are working together. In all
the circumstances I do not feel, on balance, that
it is necessary to go to the lengths of boundary
change merely to facilitate a traffic management
scheme.
I am not aware of any other reason for
this small area's proposed transfer and I am not
persuaded that the traffic issue alone constitutes
sufficiently good cause to revise the boundary

here, in the way that Enfield have proposed. I
fully endorse, however, the minimal adjustment
suggested by Barnet as their proposal number 7
involving the transfer, to Enfield, of the balance
of commercial and shopping uses in these two roads.
8.3.4

This apart, I see no preferable alternative to the
existing north/south boundary alignment in the
Os idge area to the south of Chase Way. To the
north of Chase Way, I endorse Barnet's minor
proposal relating to 119-123 Chase Side, but beyond
these properties I would reject, for reasons
already made clear, Enfield's proposals for moving
the boundary to the rear of the properties fronting
Chase Side; I thus see no preferable alternative
to the existing boundary until just to the south of
Monkfrith Way.

8.4

FURTHER TO THE NORTH BETWEEN MONKFRITH AVENUE AND
GAMES ROAD, WHICH OF THE ALIGNMENTS WOULD BE
PREFERABLE IN TERMS OF EFFECTIVE AND CONVENIENT
LOCAL GOVERNMENT?

8.4.1

There would seem to be three possibilities :-

8.4.2

(a)

The present boundary;

(b)

Enfield's proposals for its adjustment;

(c)

Barnet's proposal for the adoption of the
centre line of the Alll.

THE PRESENT BOUNDARY

It seems generally to be accepted that this
centuries
old
historical
boundary " between
Hertfordshire and Middlesex must be altered. It Is
straddled by development and cuts through numerous
properties including the grounds of Oak Hill
College, an historic, listed building. It severs
several roads quite illogically and no longer
reflects the pattern of development, causing
confusion in the minds of residents as to the
division of responsibilities between the two
Councils. Whilst clearly its retention unaltered
would cause least transitional problems of change
and disturbance, its perpetuation would merely
preserve a wide range of anomalies. In view of its
many defects I could not support its continuance.
8.4.3

ENFIELD'S PROPOSED ALIGNMENT

The principal changes would be in Cockfosters where
the present boundary runs through the middle of
individual houses and across gardens.
Enfield's

proposals involve bringing the entirety of the
properties in Haddon Court Avenue and Freston
Gardens into Enfield and transferring properties in
Ashurst Road and Belmont Avenue into Barnet.
I see the principal advantages of Enfield's proposed
adjustments as being (a)

They would largely preserve the "status quo"
and, compared with Barnet's solution, would
cause distinctly less change and disturbance
in that many fewer properties would be
affected.

(b)

They would enable the Cockfosters shopping
parades on opposite sides of Cockfosters Road
and the residential areas behind them to
remain within the one local authority Enfield.

(c)

Their adoption would also mean that both the
Special School, Oaktree, and the sheltered
housing schemes, currently under Enfield
would remain within that Borough.

They
would,
however,
disadvantages -

have

fo1lowing

(a)

The grounds of Oak Hill College would remain
divided between the two Boroughs;

(b)

The changes affecting Heddon Court Avenue and
Freston Gardens would still leave a decidedly
artificial
and
haphazard division and
confused
situation;
many roads
and
properties further to the west and clearly
also forming part of Cockfosters would remain
in Barnet. Cockfosters would thus be no less
'split' between the two Boroughs than it is
at present.

(c)

The resultant 'zig-zag1 boundary would be
hardly less confusing and complex than the
present one;

(d)

Many anomalies would remain.

I
conclude
that
Enfield's
insufficiently radical or simple.
8.4.4

the

proposals

are

BARNET'S PROPOSED ALIGNMENT

Barnet's proposal that the Alll Cockfosters Road be
adopted has much to commend it:
(a)

It would be a clear, precise and permanent
boundary;

(b) • It
would
be
easily
recognisable
and
understood and should thus cause the minimum
of confusion;
(c)

The busy, heavily trafficked
affords a natural barrier
demarcation and division;

and wide Alll
and line of

(d)

It is already so seen by many and adopted as
such
by
certain
Barnet
voluntary
organisations;

(e)

The line of the Alll is also a "physical
boundary" in that it constitutes the eastern
ridge of Pymmes Brook valley;

(f)

The many current boundary anomalies to the
west of Cockfosters Road would all disappear
including, for example, the uniting of a
number of partitioned roads and bringing the
entirety of Oak Hill College grounds in the
south and the entirety of Games Road in the
north within one local authority area;

(g)

It would unite, within one borough, by far
the largest part of the perceived community
of
Cockfosters, bringing
together
the
historic core in the Chalk Lane area with the
modern residential areas to the south and
west, right down to the village pond at the
Cat Hill roundabout;

(h)

It would lead to the more convenient and
effective provision of local government
services in that Barnet could, without
difficulty, extend their services into the
remaining area to the west of the Alll,
containing approximately 1,400 electors.
Enfield's
responsibilities
would
then
conveniently finish at the road itself,
rather than have to continue to extend at a
number of separate points into the awkwardly
shaped tranche of land, hitherto within
Enfield, on the western side of the main
road.

On the other hand, adoption of Barnet's proposal
would have certain disadvantages (a)

The shopping parades on the two sides of
Cockfosters
Road
would
lie within
two
different authorities, perhaps giving rise to
problems
of
co-ordinated
control
and
development; I am bound to say that I do not
believe that this would be a significant
problem;

(b)

The residential area immediately to the east
of the Alll eastern shopping parade (i.e. the
western sector of the Westpole Avenue/Bramley
Road triangle) which is also seen as forming
part
of
the
perceived
community
of
Cockfosters would be separated from the major
part of the area across the Alll;

(c)

A special school providing education for
children with special needs (Oaktree School)
and a She1tered Hous ing Scheme for the
Elderly (Chaddlewood and Galva) lying within
the area affected would be lost to Enfield,
unless a special Property Order were made;
(NB:(a) and (b) could be rectified by
extending Barnet to encompass these areas to
the east of the Alll; that would, however,
be in clear breach .of the simple, clearly
understandable principle of adopting the Alll
as the boundary, and would give rise to
confusion and yet further problems).

Notwithstanding these disadvantages which I feel
are greatly outweighed by the advantages, I
conclude that the most suitable realignment, both
here as further to the south, would be the Alll
itself, as Barnet propose.
They have suggested
that the "centre line" of that road should be
def ined as the boundary, but so that there is no
doubt whatsoever as to where the responsibility
lies for all highway and traffic matters affecting
the Alll, I suggest that it could well be
preferable for the boundary to run along the
western side of the highway rather than along its
centre line. This would, 1 believe, be consistent
with the situation already obtaining for a length
of Chase Side and would clarify Enfield's sole
responsibility as the highway authority.
RECOMMENDATIONS

^

Having taken into account the strength and balance
of local opinion and having regard to the criteria
and guidelines of the DoE Circular 20/86, I
accordingly recommend (1)

the
rejection
of
Enfield's
affecting Osidge; and

proposals

(2)

the adoption of the western side of the Alll
from
125 Chase Side to Chalk
Lane,
Cockfosters, as the Barnet/Enfield boundary,
this being desirable in the interests of
effective and convenient local government.
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ANNEX D
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES
1.

Boundary with Barnet

Realignment
along
railway from Pinkham
Way to Friern Barnet
Road,
along
that
road,
Betstyle
Circus and Waterfall
Road to Southgate
Cemetery, and west
of the cemetery and
east of the playing
fields to Blagdens
Close;
to
unite
divided
properties
in Enfield or Barnet

Paragraphs
18-23, Maps

Osidge

Realignment to unite
Crown Lane and 119123 Chase Side in
Enfield

Paragraphs
24-39, Map 5

S o u t h g a t e
Technical College

Realignment to unite
the
College
in
Enfield

Paragraphs
40-42, Map 5

Cockfosters

Real ignraent to Al 11
from Monkfrith Way
to Cat Hill to unite
properties
in
Barnet; realignments
along
streets
between Cat Hill and
Chalk Lane to unite
entire
roads
in
Enfield or Barnet

Paragraphs
43-77,
Maps
6-10

Station Road and
Waterfall Road

1-4A

2. Boundary with Hertsmere
Waggon Road

3.

The M25

Realignment to unite
properties in Waggon
Road in Enfield

Paragraphs
89-97, Map 11

Hatfield and Broxbomme
Realignment to the
north curtilage of
the M25

Paragraphs
103-114, Maps
12-20

4. Boundary with Broxboume in Hertfordshire and Epping Forest
in Essex on the northern curtilage of the M25 in the valley of
the River
The M25 between
the River Lee
Navigation
and
the Ramraey Marsh
Flood
Relief
Channel

Realignment to link
Hertfordshire/Essex
boundary
to
the
outer boundary of
Greater London

Paragraphs
115-116, Map
20

