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Has the Bowes LTN/QN experiment 

delivered against its objectives?

 Has the LTN made a positive impact on air pollution? 60% of receptors 
showed an increase in all three key pollutants, post implementation pollution 
has increased in the suburban areas around the LTN with some key hot spots 
being created.  - The Bowes LTN has not had a positive impact on air pollution, 
the reduced average MPH across the local network means cars are on our 
roads for an extra one million hours per year

 Has the LTN driven active travel modes? The sample data set for pedestrian 
analysis is insufficient to draw any meaningful insight. Cycle numbers have 
reduced/plateaued – The Bowes LTN has NOT driven an up-tick in active travel

 Crime within the LTN: Key measures show that crime within the Bowes LTN in 
respect to Burglary/Criminal Damage & Arson/Public Disorder have increased 
in comparison to the rest of Enfield. - If the suggestion is an LTN can impact 
crime then it has resulted in making the Bowes QN/LTN a more dangerous 
environment for residents

 Noise pollution within and around the LTN? Areas at high risk of noise 
pollution outside of the LTN have been identified and the council have been 
recommended to actively monitor these locations. - Negative incremental 
impact to noise mirrors the traffic flows in those locations

 What do the residents think of the LTN experiment? - Residents 
overwhelmingly reject the LTN, the consultation process and the program leads

 Has the ambition of reducing reliance on cars and limiting short journeys 
been realized? - The scheme has had no positive impact on net traffic flows. 
Traffic has been displaced from within the QN/LTN to local roads and no 
“evaporation” is evident. Data does not provide adequate analysis of how the 
covid pandemic has impacted the scheme, traffic speeds and free flow have 
been reduced with the likely impact to net pollution being negative. With no 
active travel up-lift to offset the dis-benefits created; in all likelihood the 
scheme has caused more damage than good to the environment
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Fostering active travel, driving environmental benefits and 

reducing private passenger vehicle volumes are the underlying 

objectives of the QN/LTN initiatives. Based on these key principles 

the Bowes LTN experiment which has been put in place by Enfield 

Council under an ETO will be reviewed taking into account the 

impact on and the views of residents.

My view is that the Bowes LTN/QN scheme has failed to deliver 

across all measures and the clear recommendation on the basis of 

the data gathered and the overwhelming response of the residents 

is that it should be removed



How has the LTN impacted              

the pollution distribution in            

and around the Bowes LTN
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Increased Pollution

LTN Safe Zone

Change in Pollution distribution post implementation

In absolute terms; of the ~100 receptors (Physical locations such as residential 
properties, hospitals & schools) 60% saw a net increase in “modelled” 
pollutants. The council have defined the absolute value change as “negligible”.

Nitrogen Dioxide

Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Particulate Matter (PM10)

+60%

+60%
+60%

Data is sourced from the Air Quality consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided independently 



What has changed? 

Before the LTN

After the LTN

Data is sourced from the Air Quality consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided independently 

Net NO2 Pollution

Change in NO2 Pollution
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How accurate is the data and on what 

basis is the council making it’s decisions?

EC external consultants that provided the analysis have stated: 
“There are inherent uncertainties within the modelling, including the traffic data as 
primary input, and as such the results should not be considered exact” 

TFL

Samples should be taken over an 
extended period of time before, 
during & after the scheme was put in 
place

Use a combination of modelling and 
direct measurement at the roadside

Traffic distribution and fleet 
data is required

Base data is required

Modelling should recognise the 
impact of driving styles on 
pollution: Most vehicle particulate 
emissions come from tyre and 
brake-wear, which in turn depends 
on acceleration patterns and 
vehicle type

External Factors –
Covid/Seasonal/Traffic 
works/Petrol Crisis

Assumptions were made 

around vehicle mix

Limited data available

If we look at the advice TFL issues to those looking to asses air quality in their “Speed, 
emissions & health” document, they give a number of key building blocks required to 
arrive at an informed decision:

Enfield Council says:

“there are no significant issues in terms of air quality”

Uncertainties associated 

with this process, as well 

as with other parameters 

that would have 

influenced measured 

traffic data (i.e. school 

holidays, the COVID 

pandemic), have, to some 

extent, been taken into 

account

Only limited modelling has 

been carried out

~14 days of limited data 

gathered across a small focus 

group
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Active travel                                      
How has the Bowes LTN performed?

Pre Post Var %
Warwick Road 1156 1458 302 26%
Brownlow Road 1287 1489 202 16%
Palmerston Road 701 638 -63 -9%
Total 3144 3585 441 14%

All Data Pre Post Var %
Boundary 129 79 -50 -39%
Local 285 291 6 2%
QN 676 813 137 20%
Wider 503 588 85 17%
Total 1593 1771 178 11%

Excl Anomalies Pre Post Var %
Boundary 129 79 -50 -39%
Local 277 226 -51 -18%
QN 646 661 15 2%
Wider 503 588 85 17%
Total 1555 1554 -1 0%

Prima facie the data suggests the LTN has had a positive impact on active travel albeit we 
have no insight into the makeup of the data. However:

➢ There are only three sites monitored for pedestrian activity this is insufficient a 
sample set to derive any meaningful trend or understanding

➢ A number of the roads included in the cycle data have anomalies in that they show 
minimal/dormant activity in July and then exponential growth in September. If we 
exclude these outliers to arrive at a more representative view we can see that there 
has been (net) -1 (0%) change in activity with boundary roads seeing a significant 
reduction of -39% and the local roads a -18% reduction

➢ External impacts that drive active travel not factored into the data: The covid 
pandemic, changes in work from home, increased home deliveries on bikes and 
much like Wimbledon drives us onto the tennis courts the Tour de France occurs 
over the sample period in September

Data is sourced from the Norma Rourke Pryme consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided 

independently 
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Pre Post Var
Boundary 129 79 -50
Bounds Green Road 129 79 -50
Bowes Road Exclude
Green Lanes Exclude

Local 285 291 6
Brownlow Road 203 173 -30
Palmers Road 8 65 57 Exclude
Rhys Avenue 10 3 -7
Woodfield Way 36 44 8
Wroxham Gardens 28 6 -22

QN 676 813 137
Belsize Avenue 19 32 13
Highworth Road 8 16 8
Kelvin Avenue 33 26 -7
Lascotts Road 39 28 -11
Maidstone Road 1 83 82 Exclude
Marquis Road 17 11 -6
Melbourne Avenue 23 24 1
Myddleton Road 110 86 -24
Natal Road 11 21 10
Nightingale Road 47 44 -3
Palmerston Road 193 237 44
Sidney Avenue 19 20 1
Sidney Road 26 5 -21 Exclude
Spencer Avenue 25 31 6
Tewkesbury Terrace 45 34 -11
Truro Road 41 21 -20
Warwick Road 16 30 14
York Road 3 64 61 Exclude

Wider 503 588 85
Bowes Road 76 66 -10
Durnsford Road 195 176 -19
Powys Lane 135 223 88
Wilmer Way 27 61 34
Wolves Lane 70 62 -8

1593 1771 178

Cycle data 

Data is sourced from the Norma Rourke Pryme consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided 

independently 
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How has criminal activity been impacted 

by the introduction of the Bowes LTN?

Enfield Council says:

“There has been a 2% decline overall in offence numbers since 

implementation of the QN. Offences across the Bowes and Southgate 

Green wards have increased by an average of 7% within the same time period.”

Enfield council making a clear link between the QN/LTN and a 2% 
trend bucking reduction in crime vs what we are seeing across Bowes 
& Southgate Green wards

…is this an accurate assertion?

The reference to 2% 
Whilst it is a statement of fact it 
needs to be “qualified”

Not all crimes might be regarded as 
relevant when considering the 
impact of an LTN, simply taking the 
total crime statistic is misleading. 

Inconsistent geocoding policies in 
police forces mean they cannot be 
confident that the location data 
provided is fully accurate or 
consistent

The boundary lines for the Bowes 
LTN do not easily marry to the   
data sets provided for crime 
statistic

Burglary

+23%

-23%

+33% +29%

+4%

CD + Arson Public Order

+10%

Bowes LTN

Enfield

Data is sourced from the https://data.police.uk report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided independently 

What we do know



Crime data 

Data is sourced from the https://data.police.uk report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided independently 



How is noise being impacted?

Data is sourced from the Noise Consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided independently 

dB Winners

dB Losers

There appear to be larger areas with adverse changes of < +3 dB (yellow) 

than areas with beneficial changes of < -3 dB (green). 

“There are inherent uncertainties within the modelling, including the traffic 

data as primary input, and as such the results should not be considered exact, 

but represent the best possible estimates, using the best available data 

available at the time this report was undertaken” 
Direct quote from the Noise Consultancy used to prepare the analysis for Enfield Council

The underlying message appears to be that the incremental impact to noise 

mirrors the traffic flows and that of the pollution analysis provided by the sister 

company. The results are heavily caveated and the recommendation is for the 

council to actively monitor these areas highlighted in yellow as being at risk of 

suffering incremental noise pollution as a result of the scheme



84%

100%

76%

51%

11%

15%

28%

Carer

Receive Care

Disabled

Pregnant or with young children

57%

70%

60%

49%

26%

11%

23%

27%

Black

Asian

Mixed

White

78%

66%

55%

53%

45%

45%

55%

22%

20%

26%

21%

28%

33%

28%

80+

70's

60's

50's

40's

30's

under 30's

Residents reject the LTN/QN                

via the online consultation

Support

Oppose



Residents did not support                         

the scheme and elaborated as to why

Respondents were asked to ‘describe your suggestions and 

be as specific as possible’ as an open response answer. 

There were 1,191 responses to this question

77%

23%

Support

Oppose

• 108 respondents offered general comments
• 64 respondents provided a caveat to an oppose comment (e.g., they supported the goals of the 

QN, but not the QN as it currently is); 78% of these comments came from respondents inside the 
QN

• 38 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in traffic volumes; 92% of these comments came 
from respondents inside the QN

• 34 respondents said that the streets felt safer as a result of the QN; 91% of these comments came 
from respondents inside the QN

• 29 respondents said that the area felt quieter as a result of the QN, 93% of these comments came 
from respondents inside the QN

• 432 respondents referred to a perception of traffic being displaced or worsened; 66% of these 
comments came from respondents inside the QN

• 301 respondents referred to a perceived increase in air pollution; 67% of these comments came 
from respondents inside the QN

• 159 respondents commented on feeling unsafe due to traffic; 84% of these comments came from 
respondents inside the QN

• 105 respondents referred to a perceived reduction in mobility or feeling ‘trapped’ by the QN; 84% 
of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

• 65 respondents referred to a negative impact on their own or other’s mental health; 68% of these 
comments came from respondents inside the QN

• 53 respondents felt that there had been a negative impact on children’s health and safety; 74% of 
these comments came from respondents inside the QN

• 34 respondents referred to healthcare workers being obstructed or difficulties accessing 
healthcare; 68% of these comments came from respondents inside the QN

Not all topics listed – cross section shown above

Support 273 23%

Oppose 918 77%



What did residents say when they 

emailed the council
The Council received 924 emails from 604 unique email addresses. 
As was the case for the survey responses, only the first email from 
each email address was coded. In the absence of any statistical 
analysis it would seem reasonable to assume a similar distribution to 
the online consultation – Broadly: 25% in support 75% in opposition

• A perception that the QN had improved air quality
• A perception that the QN had improved traffic in the area
• A perception that the QN had reduced noise pollution
• A perception that the QN had reduced non-residential traffic cutting through the area 
• A perception that the QN had improved access for emergency vehicles
• General support of Phase 2/the Brownlow Road bus gate
• A perception that non-residential traffic cutting through the area needed to be addressed
• A perception that the traffic in the area surrounding the QN has not been adversely affected
• A belief that the trial should continue for its full course before any decisions are made
• A perception that streets felt safer due to the QN
• A perception that the QN had encouraged residents to be more active
• A perception that the QN had encouraged a transportation mode-shift (e.g. from using a car to using a bike for certain journeys)
• A perception that the QN had improved individuals’ mental health
• A perception that the QN had improved individuals’ physical health
• A perception that the QN had improved individuals’ quality of life
• A perception that the QN had become cleaner
• A perception that the QN had brought benefits to pregnant women/parents e.g., feeling safer walking with small children)
• A perception that the QN had brought benefits to disabled people (e.g., feeling safer walking with mobility issues)
• A perception that the QN had caused minimal inconvenience
• A perception that the QN has increased the sense of community in the area

Emails in support referenced 20 Topics:

• A perception that the QN had increased/not improved air pollution
• A perception that the QN had increased journey times
• A perception that the QN had reduced emergency vehicle access
• A perception that the QN had increased traffic
• A perception that the QN had displaced traffic
• A perception that the QN had reduced access for tradesmen/deliveries/taxis
• A perception that the QN had increased noise pollution
• A perception that the QN had exacerbated issues with traffic lights
• A perception that the QN had increased/not reduced non-residential traffic cutting through the area
• A perception that traffic had not been an issue before the implementation of the QN
• A perception that Warwick Road was the only road with traffic issues previously
• A perception that cycle lanes in the area are under-utilised
• A perception that collisions with parked cars has increased as a result of the QN

Emails in opposition referenced 77 Topics :

• A prediction that traffic would become worse after lockdown
• A perception that the number of journeys being made by car have increased due to the inability to car share as a result of the QN
• A perception that emergency services were not fully consulted and do not always have access through physical barriers
• A perception that wildlife is being harmed by a perceived increase in traffic as a result of the QN
• A perception that the QN had reduced safety in general due to traffic, with some emails specifically mentioning children’s safety in relation to 
traffic

Continued



What did residents say when they 

emailed the council

Emails in opposition referenced :

• A perception that the QN had made it harder to access healthcare or for carers to gain access to patients
• Some individuals felt ‘trapped’/isolated/that their mobility had been reduced due to the QN
• A perception that there had been a class divide in the experience of the QN
• A perception that the QN had divided the community
• A perception that the QN had reduced mobility for disabled people
• A perception that the QN had worsened children’s health
• A perception that the QN had damaged individuals’ mental health 
• A perception that the QN had reduced mobility for elderly people
• Public transport/active travel not being a suitable alternative in general
• Public transport/active travel not being a suitable alternative for older or disabled people
• Public transport/active travel not being a suitable alternative due to COVID-19
• Public transport/active travel not being a suitable alternative due to slow journey times
• Public transport/active travel not being a suitable alternative due to needing a car for work
• A perception that the QN had negatively impacted on people’s work
• A perception that the QN had created a lack of safety for women/elderly/otherwise vulnerable people in relation to crime
• A perception that the QN had damaged individuals’ physical health
• A perception that the QN had made it impossible or much harder to visit friends/family or to have visitors
• A perception that there had been an increase crime since the QN implementation
• A perception that the QN had impacted house sales/values or made people move from the area
• A perception that the QN had adversely affected the BAME community
• A perception that the QN had increased fuel bills for drivers
• A perception that the QN had made it harder to access childcare/school and worsened associated time pressures for working parents
• A perception that the negative impacts of the QN outweighed the positive impacts 
• A perception that the area has become deserted as a result of the QN
• Opposition from those paying road tax over not being able to use all roads in the QN
• A perception that students are being affected by delays to public transport perceived to be a result of the QN
• A perception that the signage used was not clear enough
• Some individuals were unwilling or reluctant to use the A406

• A perception that there was a lack of active travel infrastructure inside and/or outside of the QN
• A perception that there were not enough local amenities to support a QN
• A perception that the camera-operated road filters are not effective
• Concerns over how the success of the QN will be measured
• A perception that the QN was poorly designed
• A perception that pedestrian infrastructure is of low quality/in poor condition
• A perception that there hadn’t been an issue with the walking and cycling provision in the area in the first place
• A perception that increased exercise is not as important as diet in tackling obesity
• A perception that the public transport system/infrastructure to support public transport (e.g. bus network) was insufficient
• A perception that the Council had not met legal requirements/individuals were considering legal action against the Council 
• A perception that the Council had not fully considered the impact of the QN on equalities 
• A perception that there had been a lack of traffic/pollution monitoring
• A perception that there had been a lack of transparency in the decision-making process behind the QN
• General opposition to the implementation of Phase 2/a bus gate on Brownlow Road
• A perception that the QN had created/worsened parking issues
• A perception that the QN was a misuse of funds
• A perception that the QN was a revenue-generating scheme
• A perception that there has been a lack of an assessment of the impact of the QN on businesses
• A perception that the timing of the introduction of the QN given the COVID-19 pandemic was poor
• A perception that there had been a lack of consultation or poor community engagement
• A perception that only those in the QN had been contacted
• Some individuals felt ignored
• A perception that the Council had only communicated with a particular residents’ group
• Complaints against senior councillors
• A perception that there had been a lack of notice
• A perception that schools have not been consulted on the QN
• A perception that there had been a lack of multi-lingual communication regarding the QN
• Some individuals objected to the use of the term “rat-runner”
• A perception that emergency services were not fully consulted and do not always have access through physical barriers
• A perception that the scheme is only supported by a vocal minority
• A perception that there was no information available to the public to advise on where the scheme closures were located



Excl Anomalies Pre Post Var %
Boundary Road 107,139 105,977 -1,162 -1%

External Local Roads 5,385 6,856 1,471 27%

QN 21,821 20,213 -1,608 -7%

Wider Network 70,114 71,431 1,317 2%

Grand Total 204,459 204,477 18 0%
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Vehicle Flows   
How has the Bowes LTN performed?

All Data Pre Post Var %
Boundary Road 123,223 116,091 -7,132 -6%
External Local Roads 5,385 6,856 1,471 27%
QN 24,857 20,528 -4,329 -17%
Wider Network 70,114 71,431 1,317 2%
Grand Total 223,579 214,906 -8,673 -4%

It is evident that Enfield Council have taken multiple ATCs (automated traffic counts) 
during the time the ETO has been in place but have elected to only reference the count 
taken during the two weeks from 16th - 28th September 2021 (no indication has been 
provided for the rational behind this)

NRP (Norma Rourke Pryme) The appointed external consultants make the observation: 

“the assessment in the main body of the report, which is based on actual flows is 
considered robust” 

“To provide an estimate of the potential impact of the scheme, if the COVID pandemic 
had not happened, a sensitivity test has been undertaken”

Enfield council elected to not reference this sensitivity analysis in their numbers

Data is sourced from the Norma Rourke Pryme consultants report publicly made available by Enfield Council, interpretation is provided 

independently 

➢ A number of the roads included in the data set have anomalies: York Road, 
Maidstone Road & Green Lanes all have unexplained exceptionally high variances 
and have been excluded in the second table. When we do this we can see there has 
effectively been Zero (0%) change in net vehicle flows since the scheme was in 
place. 

➢ The trend the table illustrates is that traffic is being displaced from within the 
QN/LTN onto external local roads and the wider network

➢ There has been no “evaporation” of vehicle volumes and the benefit leveraged to 
underwrite the many “dis-benefits” the scheme creates have not been realised

83%
17% Removed thru traffic =
83% Local Residents still 
needing to access the 
network?
This was not the narrative 
provided to support the 
scheme “rat runners ?”

2770  daily trips moved out 
of the QN & boundary roads 
and displaced onto local 
roads and the wider 
network.
A problem displaced not 
resolved

3k daily trips

The scheme has failed to achieve it’s objective.



Vehicle Flows
July 2020 vs November 2020

“The assessment has been conducted using traffic data provided by LB Enfield, 
consisting of raw measured traffic flows over two seven-day periods in July and 
November 2020 (pre- and post scheme implementation)”

An “Alternative” Data set Enfield Council chose to share with Air Quality Consultants Ltd

Pre Post Var %
Boundary Road 18,839 19,506 667 3%
External Local Roads 4,342 6,124 1,782 29%
QN 32,015 31,026 -989 -3%
Wider Network 29,831 32,882 3,051 9%
Grand Total 85,027 89,538 4,511 5%

Increased Traffic

Understandably this isn’t the data point EC chose to run with

+5%

Traffic data does not 
support the scheme



Vehicle Flows
The impact of Covid – Sensitivity analysis

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Boundary -4% -6% 1% -2% -2% -1% -4% 4% 1%

External Local -33% -9% -7% 25% 13% 27% 71% 58% 113%

QN -49% -31% -31% -14% -8% -7% 16% 24% 54%

Wider Network -7% -5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 11% 11%

Total -12% -10% -3% -1% -1% 0% 2% 10% 11%

Scenario Pre Implementation  Post Implementation

Low Actual High Low Actual High

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Estimate / Actual

Base CaseScenarios that reduce total traffic

Scenarios that increase total traffic

➢ Scenario data not sensitive enough to provide any conclusive insight
➢ Potential range of results +/- 11% impact on traffic flows from base case
➢ Scenario 6 based on actual data still remains the most convincing 

It is clear the data universe is not deep or broad enough to run any realistic 
scenarios and illustrates the inherent risks of basing a decision on such shallow 
information. Enfield Council’s lack of focus on this issue is of concern

Basis of scenarios



Vehicle Speed
Impact on pollution

AM – Average MPH Pre Post Var %
Boundary Road 23 20 -3 -14%
External Local Roads 14 15 1 4%
QN 17 16 -1 -7%
Wider Network 22 19 -4 -16%

PM – Average MPH Pre Post Var %
Boundary Road 20 18 -2 -10%
External Local Roads 14 14 0 3%
QN 17 17 -1 -5%
Wider Network 22 20 -2 -9%

What do these reduced MPH mean in terms of total hours 

cars are now spending on our roads?

To illustrate, if we base our calculations on an average journey of 2 miles. A car 
travelling at 23 MPH (boundary road average pre LTN) it would be on the road 
(assuming no congestion) for 5.25 minutes. If it now was travelling at 20 MPH (the 
post LTN average for the same road) it would be on the road for 6.10 minutes.

The difference is the extra time you spend on the road because you are driving at a 
slower speed – all things being constant

Given we know the total daily trips we can calculate the average daily and annual 
impact the LTN has created by reducing MPH across the local network

3 Scenarios showing total incremental car hours assuming three different average 
trip distances:

2 Mile Trips 3 Mile Trips 4 Mile Trips

2,111 

770,387 

3,166 

1,155,580 

4,221 

1,540,773 

Per Day

Per Year

Based on EC ATC data of ~< trips per day across the local network

>1M Car Hours PA
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Bowes LTN
 END


