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1. Introduction and Summary Overview
1.1

This Position Statement is submitted by Aytans MFG Co UK Limited in relation to
Matter 2: Employment and the related Inspector’s questions ahead of the Examination
of the Proposed Submission Edmonton Leeside Area Action Plan 2018 (ELAAP).

1.2

Specific focus below is given to Questions (i) to (v), (vii), (viii), (ix) and (xi) in relation to
the extent to which the policies in the ELAAP accord with the aim of the National
Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF) to contributing to a strong, responsive and
competitive economy.

1.3

JS and SS Aytan are the freehold owners of two key parcels of land that lie within the
eastern part of the Meridian Water area of the ELAAP. Aytans MFG Co UK Limited is
the Aytan’s clothing business. The business is currently located in a unit known as Block
F, adjacent to Harbet Road.

1.4

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

1.5

Two plots (each of approximately 0.6 hectares in area) known as the Silvermere site
and Triangle site were sold by HSBC in October 2016 and April 2017, respectively, to JS
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and SS Aytan. The land is shown in dark green in Figure 1. Their firm intention is to
retain this ownership in order to construct two buildings for flexible B1c/B8 use, with
ancillary showroom and offices. These buildings were granted planning permission by
Enfield Council (application references 17/02151/FUL and 17/02152/FUL) on 11 May
2018. The buildings are to enable the Aytan’s clothing business to relocate from Block F
and expand at Meridian Water.
1.6

Section 2 of the April 2017 Representations submitted by Turley on behalf of Aytans
MFG Co UK Limited and LIM set out in detail the position regarding employment land,
employment projections, concerns regarding the proposed de-designation of land at
Meridian Water as a Strategic Industrial Location (SIL) and the unsuitability of
operational land at Deephams Sewage Treatment Works (STW) as new SIL.

1.7

It is the intention of the Aytans to rely principally on section 2 and section 3 of the April
2017 Representations with regard to Matter 2: Employment and the Inspector’s
questions (i) to (xi). Updates are provided where relevant, for example arising from the
draft new London Plan published in November 2017. In summary and overview:

Q (i) and (ii)
1.8
The intention to achieve 6,000 new jobs at Meridian Water is an aspiration with no
firm basis in evidence. The proposal to de-designate approximately 9.5 hectares of land
at the Stonehill Estate (part of the wider 18 ha. de-designation at the Harbet Road
industrial estates) as SIL to assist in achieving this employment figure is not justified
and is unsound. The land is required as part of the reservoir of industrial land of
strategic importance.
Q(iii)
1.9

The continued allocation of the Stonehill Estate as SIL is important to support
employment and economic growth in Meridian Water. The type of businesses it will
accommodate and the quality and diversity of jobs created are entirely compatible
with the delivery of employment objectives for Meridian Water in the Development
Plan. It will not unduly prejudice delivery of intentions for other parts of the ELAAP at
Meridian Water, such as the delivery of new homes.

Q(iv) and (v)
1.10 The new allocation of Deephams Sewage Treatment Works within the ELAAP area as
SIL is not justified as a suitable, appropriate or effective strategy. It cannot be viewed
as suitable or appropriate mitigation to SIL which would be lost at the Stonehill Estate
and/or to maintain capacity for employment of industrial, logistics and distribution
uses when considered against the alternative of retaining the 18 ha of the Stonehill
Estate and Harbet Road estates as SIL.
Q(vii), (viii), (ix) and (xi)
1.11 The ELAAP is not consistent with national policy in respect of contributing to a strong,
responsive and competitive economy. The approach to providing jobs and
employment, bearing in mind the locational and other characteristics of Meridian
Water is not sound. In addition, the needs of existing businesses (such as Aytans MFG
Co UK Limited clothing business aspirations to grow at Meridian Water) have been
given inadequate consideration.

3

1.12

To assist the Inspector in identifying the respective areas of land referred to in this
Statement, Figure 2 below will hopefully be useful.

Figure 2: Land Ownership and Area Identification at Meridian Water1
1.13

With regard to paragraph 182 of the NPPF, and in combination with other Position
Statements in respect of other matters, the ELAAP is unsound on the basis of:
•

Not being justified, as the most appropriate strategy, since the approach to
employment land in the ELAAP has not been subject to a transparent
comparative and equal assessment of reasonable alternatives in the evidence
base or in the Sustainability Appraisal; and

•

Is not justified or effective, and cannot be presented as the most appropriate
strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives (for example,
designating operational Deephams STW land as ‘mitigation’ for loss of very well
located SIL).

Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the objection
1.14

1

Section 3 below sets out the changes requested to resolve the representations made
by Aytans MFG Co UK Limited under Matter 2.

Extract from agenda pack presented to Enfield Cabinet on 25 July 2018
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2. Matter 2: Employment
2.1

Turley Representations to the ELAAP in April 2017 focused on draft Policy EL2
‘Economy and Employment in Meridian Water’ and the supporting text for the policy in
section 5, plus Section 6.4, Figure 6.1 and Table 6.2.

2.2

This section of this Statement seeks to respond in detail to the Inspector’s questions
under Matter 2, framed around the issue of “whether the policies in the plan accord
with the aim of the Framework, to contribute to a strong, responsive and competitive
economy”, as follows:
Q(i) Are the proposed employment projections at Meridian Water justified and based
on sound evidence?

2.3

Paragraphs 2.34 to 2.44 of the Turley 2017 Representations address directly the issue
of whether the proposed target of 6,000 net new full time jobs is justified. Paragraph
2.44 draws the assessment to a conclusion and explains that the grounds and
justification for the 6,000 job figure is unclear and has not been proven. It is merely an
aspiration and should not be regarded as a ‘need’. In terms of the soundness tests, the
‘6,000 to 7,000’ new jobs referred to in Policy EL2 is not positively prepared or justified
by sound evidence.

2.4

Using this job figure as the basis to justify the entire removal of SIL at this location is
therefore also not justified.

Q(ii) What would be the effects of the loss of 9.5 hectares of land designated as
Strategic Employment Land (SIL) on employment in the Borough and on the wider
area?
2.5

The significance and purpose of SIL designations in a London-wide context and in other
Enfield Development Plan documents is explained at paragraphs 2.3 to 2.18 of the
Turley 2017 Representations.

2.6

At paragraph 2.31, the Representations flag the intention in the ELAAP to de-designate
from SIL of the whole of the Harbet Road industrial estate – in fact comprising 18
hectares of land. (A loss of 9.5 hectares is a component of this 18 ha. and relates to the
Stonehill Estate).

2.7

The de-designation is described at paragraphs 5.4.11, 5.4.12, draft Policy EL2 and in
section 6.4. Text in EL2 states that the “restrictive SIL and LSIS industrial land
designations within the Meridian Water boundary are not compatible with either the
economic and employment objectives, or the wider aims of transformational change”.
This runs directly counter to the Development Plan position2 and emphasis at page 131
of the ULVOAPF (ref.NRBD-03) that the protection of SIL in this location is as important
to the success of the growth areas as the new mixed-use developments proposed.

2

Including in London Plan Policy 2.17, Enfield Core Policy 14 and Policy 37
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2.8

The effects of the loss of the SIL on employment locally and in the wider area are
potentially significant. Paragraphs 2.45 to 2.69 of the Turley 2017 Representations
examine in detail importance of maintaining the stock of industrial land in Enfield
(which is the largest stock in north London), performing a strategic logistics function of
‘greater than sub-regional importance’.3 This in turn directly supports other businesses
and services locally and across London. The proven need for logistics and distribution
uses is robustly documented in the adopted London Plan and its evidence base
documentation (as referred to at paragraphs 2.54 to 2.58 of the Turley 2017
Representations).

2.9

In the letter from Mr Jules Pipe, Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills to
Mr James Gummery of Enfield Council, 7 July 2017, (refer to Appendix 1) the Deputy
Mayor’s comments and concerns regarding the proposal to remove 18 hectares of SIL
in the ELAAP are made clear. This is to the extent that in the third paragraph on the
third page of the letter, it is stated that:
“Therefore, it is my opinion that the approach to the quantum of SIL and LSIS release
and configuration as detailed in Policy EL14 ‘New Strategic Industrial Locations in
Edmonton Leeside’ (page 88) and Table 6.2 ‘New SIL Designated Areas in Edmonton
Leeside’ (page 87) is not in general conformity with the London Plan’. (Emphasis
added).

2.10

Since the letter was published, the draft new London Plan has been published and
respective evidence base documents. Whilst the new London Plan will be subject to
Examination, the stance taken in respect of employment land in many London
boroughs, including Enfield has hardened in respect of the protection of the
employment land that remains.

2.11

Table 6.2 of the new London Plan refers to ‘Management of industrial floorspace
capacity - industrial property market area and borough-level categorisations’. Enfield is
listed as a borough to ‘Provide Capacity’. Text at paragraph 6.4.6 states that “Boroughs
in the ‘Provide Capacity’ category are those where strategic demand for industrial,
logistics and related uses is anticipated to be the strongest” based on evidence base
documentation. These Boroughs “should seek to deliver intensified floorspace capacity
in either existing and/or new locations accessible to the strategic road network and in
locations with potential for transport of goods by rail and/or water”.

2.12

It is clear that there should be no loss of SIL at Meridian Water. Paragraphs 2.59 to 2.69
of the Turley 2017 Representations explain why Stonehill Estate, as part of the SIL at
this location is ideally suited to accommodating industrial, logistics and manufacturing
uses. Loss of this land as SIL would severely compromise the ability of the Borough to
attract and retain business and resulting employment which require locations with
characteristics evident at Meridian Water in terms of proximity to the strategic road
network, rail, water, workforce, related businesses and customer base.

3

GLA, London Plan, 2016, Table 2.1
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Q(iii). How could its retention support Meridian Water?
2.13

Paragraphs 2.70 to 2.74 of the Turley 2017 Representations neatly address the
question by explaining how SIL-compatible uses can contribute directly to achieving the
economic and employment objectives for Meridian Water. Such objectives are set out
in identified ELAAP paragraphs and policies. It is demonstrated that the jobs that can
be accommodated within SIL uses are compatible with and should be harnessed as a
mechanism to support the achievement of ELAAP intentions for Meridian Water.

Q(iv) Could these effects be mitigated by the other SIL designations proposed in the
plan? How are these justified? Would the size and position of the other 2 pieces of
land render them useful/appropriate for SIL?
Q(v) What is the rationale behind the designation of land at Deepham Sewage Works
as SIL? Is this realistic given Thames Water’s stated aim of keeping the site
operational, what aim would it achieve?
2.14

In paragraph 6 on page 2 of the letter from the Deputy Mayor to Enfield Council
(provided at Appendix 2), it is clearly stated that
“…the proposed replacement SIL at Deepham’s Sewage Works (34 hectares) cannot be
considered as additional or new SIL capacity, as the entire site is in use for existing
utilities infrastructure. It cannot therefore be considered as compensation for the loss of
SIL at Harbet Road…”
Furthermore,
“The three smaller parcels (4 hectares) could provide a contribution to industrial
capacity; however there are concerns that these sites would not be an effective
replacement for the loss of SIL land at Harbet Road due to their smaller size, lesser
accessibility and fragmented nature”.

2.15

These comments reflect precisely the concerns raised in section 3 of the Turley 2017
Representation document. The approach to ‘mitigation’ of loss of SIL at Meridian
Water by trying to allocate operational Thames Water land which directly serves the
needs of this part of this part of north London is not effective or justified and therefore
the parts of the ELAAP which refer to this strategy are not sound.

Q(vii) Does the plan take appropriate measures to support employment uses within
the plan area, including those outside Meridian Water?
2.16

For the reasons provided in response to Questions (iv) and (v) the ELAAP does not take
appropriate measures to support employment uses within the plan area. The type of
employment distinct from SIL uses is unclear and the strategy to support, encourage
and provide for this is not evident as an appropriate strategy.
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Q(viii) Are the employment policies in the AAP consistent with the aims and
objectives of the Local Development Framework?
2.17

Paragraphs 2.3 to 2.18 provide an analysis of the existing Development Plan policies
relevant to employment development and creation in London, in Enfield and in the
Upper Lee Valley. None of the policies advocate the entire removal of SIL. Indeed, Core
Policy 37 (Central Leeside) in the Enfield Core Strategy 2010 states that the Strategic
Industrial Locations including the Harbet Road estates “will be retained and
intensified”.

2.18

The employment policies in the ELAAP are not consistent with the aims and objectives
of the Local Development Framework/Development Plan.

Q(ix) How will the plan respond to the business needs of existing businesses, within
the Plan area?
2.19

There is limited confidence that the ELAAP intends to respond to the needs of existing
business within the Plan area. The majority of the Stonehill Estate benefits from outline
planning permission for the provision of for 46,451 sqm (GIA) of light industrial (B1c),
and/or general industrial (B2) and/or storage and distribution (B8) floorspace, at the
Stonehill Estate. At the time HSBC owned the land, and secured permission the
Submission ELAAP was prepared and Submitted. The ELAAP sought not only the dedesignation of the land as SIL, but also the alignment of a Causeway east-west link
through the land.

2.20

One of the remaining occupiers on the land is Aytans MFG Co UK Limited, who intends
to relocate and expand their business at Meridian Water. The land they acquired from
HSBC at the Silvermere and Triangle sites for this purpose was not part of the land
which HSBC sold to Enfield Council. The Causeway alignment is proposed to run
directly through the Silvermere and Triangle sites. If this alignment is fixed in the
ELAAP, the Aytans’ expansion plans (granted full planning permission in May 2018) will
be put at risk.

Q(xi) Would the wording proposed in policy EL2 be an effective means of achieving
the aims and objectives of the Plan?
2.21

In short, for the reasons outlined in full in the Turley 2017 Representations and
summarised in this Position Statement, the approach and wording in Policy EL2 would
not be a sound or effective means of achieving the aims and objectives of the Plan. As a
result, the policies in the ELAAP do not accord with the aim of the NPPF, to contribute
to a strong, responsive and competitive economy. The suggested changes to resolve
the objections are set out in the section below.
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3. Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the
objections
3.1

The representations previously made by JS an SS Aytan, set out in detail in the Turley
representation document dated April 2017 and updated above can be resolved by a
number of changes to the emerging ELAAP, as set out below.
Table 1 Requested Changes to the ELAAP to resolve the objections:
Requested Changes

3.2

•

Re-wording of Policy EL2 and section 5.4 to reflect retention of the SIL allocation
within Meridian Water – for at least 50% of the SIL area. If 50% is to be retained,
the Stonehill Estate should retain its SIL allocation for reasons that: It benefits from
an outline planning permission for SIL-appropriate uses and is more easily
accessible to the North Circular. Furthermore, employment buildings can provide a
beneficial screening buffer function to residential and other noise-sensitive uses
from the environmental effects of the traffic using the North Circular;

•

Include reference to the Stonehill Estate under Policy EL15 and policy wording
which is supportive and encouraging of redevelopment and enhancement for SIL
compatible uses; and

•

Revision to the ELAAP Policies Map and Figure 6.1 accordingly.

•

The Deephams STW, parcel to the north of Deephams and strips of land to the east
should not be regarded as suitable or reasonable replacements for the dedesignation of the Harbet Road SIL. The proposed SIL allocation for Deephams STW
should be removed as new SIL from draft Policy EL14, the Policies Map, Figure 6.1
and Table 6.2.

Unless these changes are made, the ELAAP does not accord with the aim of the
Framework, to contribute to a strong, responsive and competitive economy.
Furthermore, it is unsound with regard to NPPF 2012 paragraph 182 and NPPF 2018
paragraph 35 for reasons that these elements of the ELAAP are not positively prepared,
effective or justified.
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Land acquired by Enfield
Council from HSBC, June 2017
ELAAP ‘Safeguarded’
Causeway Route
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