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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres
otherofbusinesses
there
employment
and a resource
forshould
people
Enfield and
beyond.and
Instead
losing Crews
Hillprovide
for housing,
its horticultural
activities
befrom
encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

� �Ord

VJ L fJ )

,3

o/Pi_

(/V'G � � Y"4_J

f'\A,, � .
'Ou.J oj
� <A,'\, i...)
t,u_ �

f

((

fh.,_ {

It,'; I ct (,/c
lio'fv'< 5 (,

{;t.,;__

cv-J.

006
Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
I Have lived in Enfield all my 72 odd Years and can honestly say I am glad my parents
have passed on approx 5 years ago after living till in their nineties (in Enfield), as the
change would discuss them as it does me.
I am surrounded by new houses which are built in ridiculously small spaces which is
happening all over the borough.
The idea that the garden centres at Crews Hill will go is an important part of Enfield and
so are the few remaining green spaces we have left.
Why do the Councillors ignore what the public want because they do not know what is
best for us. If we have fewer green spaces and more built up areas there will be more cars
and pollution in our little town which is over crowded now. We have not got the
infrastructure!
Houses could be built on brownfield land, as the report published by the CPRE-London,
Enfield Roadwatch shows, there could be at least 37,000 homes in areas that are further
out and need growth.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. I live at 25 Enfield
Road, Enfield and I have moved to this address due to the Green belt land and allotments at the
back of my garden. I had many choices but felt Enfield was best for the well-being of my family.
We enjoy the wildlife and cleaner air that the area provides. LB of Enfield should be supporting
green spaces and the wildlife and not plan to get rid of it! Once it is gone then it is gone forever
and this will inevitably be the case if you start now. I believe LBE is talking a very short term view
here.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Prosecute the vehicles owners regardless and crush it with extreme prejudice. Stop multiple occupancy flats that
obviously don’t have enough bins.
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Dear Sir/madam
Before I read through and comment on the new local plan I would like to raise two issues
that are receiving little or no attention by the Council with regard to achieving one of your
main ambitions within the introduction.
"We are working hard to improve living standards, make Enfeld safer, cleaner and greener, support residents to
be healthier and happier, and provide more opportunities to learn and work, and stay in the borough. "

My comments are made with particular reference to Clay Hill but also apply to other roads
in the local area.
1. The council are not doing enough to create healthy roads and neighbourhoods by a) not
implementing adequate road calming measures where necessary to reduce speeds and
encourage cycling, walking, outdoor life etc and b) not doing their part in ensuring that
30mph speed limits are being properly enforced and c) by not introducing more 20mph
speed limits in residential areas.
2. The council are not doing enough to reduce the number of HGVs on unsuitable roads
and in residential areas by not having a clear plan for routing of HGVs and by not
enforcing their current signage.
My concern is that if the current situation with regard to the above important issues is not
being properly managed now then how can we rely on the council to deliver their
objectives in the future.
So I would ask the council to come up with a plan to manage the existing situation on the
roads adequately within our area in particular before asking for support from residents in
your ambitious plans for the future.
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I have filled in some of the local consultation survey, but due to family health commitments,
really haven’t had time to finish it. However, one part I do feel strongly about, is saving the
green belt and open areas in the borough.
I live in N9, so have no personal axe to grind as I do not live in the green belt area, but one of the
pleasures of being in the borough – I was born and bred in Edmonton, so have lived here for
over 60 years, and worked for the council for 26 of them - is to be near to central London but
also to have green areas nearby.
Crews Hill and the surrounding area, is one which I frequently visit, and am very sad to hear
housing development will go on one of the garden centre sites, please do not allow it to happen
to others.
You also say you want green areas, especially for play – but hand over playing fields to private
enterprises, which means that local residents can no longer use them.
I refer specifically to the Churchfields recreation ground, handed over to a private group (doesn’t
matter who) and the land has now been taken away from local residents, who could use it as an
open space before, is covered with cars most weekends (emissions from all the exhausts as they
are queueing up to get on and off) and to all intents and purposes is now a ‘brown’ site with the
temporary buildings and car parking. Is this not in direct opposition to what you are saying?
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
p
p
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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To : Enfield Council

Dear Members of Enfield Council
Greetings good wishes and goodwill.
Regarding the Draft Local Plan
I understand the need for building more houses. Enfield is special because of its Green Belt
and Open Spaces - Please protect this precious Green Belt and Open Spaces. Don’t be the
people who lose it – once you build on it, it is gone . There is plenty of brownfield to meet
your housing target – use this to build on instead.( No need to build on places like the
Garden Centres in Crews Hill.)
I feel very much and believe that the Green Belt must be kept safe, protected, cherished.
Why? For whom? By whom? :

Because the Green Belt keeps the air clean and keeps us healthy – everyone
everywhere in the Borough of Enfield now and in the future deserves access to a
healthier, green, safe and cleaner environment
Because the Green Belt is sanctuary for our wildlife – it is their home too, and they need
their home. Because they cannot speak they cannot tell you themselves
Because the Green Belt is a great place for recreation for us humans – all ages enjoy it.
Because it is here
Because I want to keep London Green for our future generations too – it will be their
home too. Because they cannot tell you themselves - Just like our wildlife.
Because (I hope) we All care for the Green Belt . Because the ultimate choice and decision
is yours Enfield Council – this no one else can make for you. It is your decision – your
choice of what happens to our precious Green Belt.

I appeal to you members of Enfield Council –myself and for those who can’t. Please
protect Enfield’s precious Green Belt and Open Spaces – don’t build on it.

Thank you
May all beings be safe, well and happy
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultatjon
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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We are writing to support the businesses of crews hill and protest the proposed house building on this site. As
professional gardeners crews hill is a valuable resource and a unique place in London. Too many businesses
would be affected by this move, not just the ones occupying the site. PLEASE Rethink your plans.
Thanks
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I have looked at the above documentation and got a sense of the issues involved.
Hopefully the Fairer Funding for Enfield issue will be resolved equitably in the near future
in view of the various projections for population increases.
I would like to say that Enfield Council should exhaust all possibilities before considering
whether housing needs to be built on Green Belt land including that at Crews Hill. After all,
when our Green Belt land has gone , it will be lost forever.
We need to protect all current Green Belt land for future generations and I believe that
there is plenty of brownfield land to meet housing targets.
We also need to protect all current Green Belt land in the fight against pollution.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRFLondon, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
-..0(2
�eJ.. c,)<.J,...r Sfo....c<2S �c)r O\A.� '\e.t<\Q. aj ,•ol'\,)'
w�

0v��

�J:

rv eec&
d�

0-.;..p
c�e.:J

� "�

\:. �<2.-

S,.y1etces

-\o

1..v€

l•

o� Ct\�b\re_,v

so-. J 'c.Je.... o, ov...., � \a...N e..'\
1vee.&. -�o �@�t'o.... v--)0\..\� ko

w(\\
�(3

f

028
Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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The Enfield plan
It is true that Hadley Wood has a station but it is small and only has 4 trains per hour. Public transport here is
poor and so is its infrastructure with no GP,library, chemist or secondary school. I do not agree that just because
it has a station it should be included as a potential site for more housing.

Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

030

031
Your proposal for housing development on our precious Green Belt is another example of the
gradual erosion of this hugely important, and theoretically, protected part of our environment. I
am well aware that there is a housing shortage – I support St. Mungo’s charity for the homeless
- and am also aware that, whenever a new development is proposed it often destroys part of a
Green Belt and does very little or nothing to reduce this shortage. Time and again we have seen
these schemes end up with none, or almost none of the reasonably priced and/or social housing
necessary. Instead of, say, well designed developments of modest flats in some imaginative
landscaping, conducive to create communities, we see yet more of the same: detached, space
hungry houses for the well off. And as for building techniques that take into account
environmental issues – forget it, not enough profit!
I used to live in North East Hertfordshire, and was forced by personal circumstances to return to
North London. Enfield impressed me by its greenness and I was told the air quality was good.
This is important to me since I have - like many others - a breathing problem exacerbated by
vehicle fumes. In many parts of London we all know the air quality is becoming more and more
toxic – especially for children. It has been proved time and again that being able to get closer to
Nature in green spaces and a bit of our beautiful countryside is good for our physical, emotional
and mental health.
There are plenty of brown field sites (plus – I would hazard a guess – quite a few unoccupied
dwellings) that could be used to meet the crisis. The trouble is, it’s cheaper, i.e. more profitable,
for builders to dig up another precious patch of green. Let’s try to keep Enfield a place worth
living in.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield).
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Please do not damage the beautiful green spaces we all love in Enfield.
My father worked in Enfield as a doctor for thirty years .He loved the fact that it was so green
and natural. He was convinced the population of Enfield was healthier because of the
cleanliness of the air.
The air is so fresh to breath because we are surrounded by green belt land.
We chose to live here for these very reasons.
This land is so precious and must not be abused.
So many areas have been subjected to bad plans in the past ,resulting in the loss of beautiful
green areas.
Building of houses is necessary, we know, but please use the available brown belt land to
construct your new developments.
Cruise Hill and surrounding areas has been used and greatly enjoyed by my family and friends,
for over sixty years.
The thought of losing this wonderful area to housing is horrifying to us all.
Please consider very carefully where you build in the future ,as there are thousands upon
thousands of residents you might upset if you make the wrong decisions.
This consultation is of the upmost importance .
The views of the taxpayers in Enfield must be listened to.
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
ADDITIONALLY, I DON’T WANT YOU TO ALLOW ANY DEVELOPMENT ON SITE ON
BRAMLEY ROAD WHERE THE HORSES ROAM FREE!
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt
is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. Once
the land has been built on, it's irreplaceable and gone forever.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The

garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities
should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant
production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published
by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites
for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for
the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF , and any intentions to
release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Please continue to protect our green open spaces (Green Belt) in the interest of wildlife, us
and future generations to come.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

039
Please, please, please, no building on green belt land. Once gone it can never be regained, losing
a heritage and habitats for countless wildlife.
Every development on this land is a further step forward in destroying our planet. When you
make that decision to say yes, and give the go ahead, you are responsible for ruining this
beautiful planet.
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I would, as a local resident, like to make the following comments regarding the proposed
new local plan with particular reference to the Hadley Wood area. Of major concern is the
so called "good growth" concept which seeks to promote higher densities of development
in areas with greater public transport accessibility & good local services.
To use the presence of a railway station alone as a measure of accessibility makes no sense
as far as Hadley Wood is concerned & would, in effect, treat the area in the same way as
Southgate or Enfield which, of course, are totally different.
1. Hadley Wood does not have good public transport access & is in the lowest Public
Transport Access level zones as measured by Tfl.
2. Hadley Wood is not an appropriate area to target housing growth & should be expressly
excluded from the Council's growth strategy. Traffic congestion on Cockfosters Road is
getting progressively worse & granting planning permission for replacing large houses
with more & more blocks of flats is only exacerbating the problem.
3. Small site development within 800m of a station, or any presumption of approval,
should not apply to Hadley Wood or any other station with limited services.
4. Hadley Wood has poor infrastructure & public services. There is no bank, NHS doctor,
NHS dentist, secondary school, post office, public house or supermarket. It clearly cannot
accommodate further significant growth, it does not meet the Council's criteria as a centre
for growth & should thus be specifically excluded.
5. Any small site development must protect the natural environment & include flood
mitigation measures. The loss of trees & increased hard surfacing resulting from recent
developments is already making this situation worse not better!
6. Any presumption of planning approval for small sites should be dependent upon the
existence & provision of strategically planned investments in public services.
7. Any significant changes to Green Belt designations should not be allowed to happen
bearing in mind that Hadley Wood is surrounded by Green Belt & any loss would
adversely affect the environment of the area & exacerbate the already existing problems of
traffic congestion & pollution.
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I am writing to formally object to the proposed in Local Plan to the
development of the land around Crews Hill for housing.
The Plan proposes that there are “strong sustainability arguments in favour of
developing some Green Belt land”. It continues that the railway station at Crews
Hill is used as an example of an area that “has the greatest potential to act as a
hub for sustainable growth”.
This fails to accept the need for protecting green spaces and the vital
contribution that this area brings to the local economy.
While the Council clearly need to find space for housing, this should not be
achieved by tearing up the green spaces of the borough and ravaging the local
economy.
A full independent economic analysis of the impact of such measures should be
undertaken if this is to be given serious credibility.
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Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield Road Watch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Yes I want to keep as much Enfield green belt as possible not just for myself
but for future generations. It is the surrounding countryside/parks/garden
centres that make Enfield such an appealing and pleasant place to live.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
Road Watch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council bas a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
I have been an Enfield resident for 22 years and feel that one of its main attractions is that
it is one of London’s greenest boroughs with numerous beautiful parks and green spaces. I
am concerned about these plans and the impact they would have on the environment and
and quality of life in Enfield.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.

To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;

• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.

052
I am writing to state that I am opposed to any development on these spaces. I love the fact that I can
go to Crews Hill and visit the garden centres without seeing new housing estates and the cars that
are associated with them. The wildlife is free to live there too and to hear the birds singing without
traffic is a pleasure. We are so lucky to have this breathing space around our city, it must not be lost.
The countryside is just a short train journey away, please leave it alone.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
I must say I am staggered to learn about the plans to remove more and more Green Belt across
Enfield.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release so much Green Belt for housing or other purposes
which, to me, seems like the easy option. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and
preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]
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upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
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The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in
2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural

character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five

purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.

061
Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal
to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report,Space
to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that
have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
I no longer live in Enfield, but my sister and her extended family
still do.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to
meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to
release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out
for release from the Green Belt. I was planning to go there when I
visit my sister in March. The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield
and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so
that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space
to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence
of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many
environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other
reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care
for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this
important consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green

Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;

• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
Regards
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly
object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and
preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden centres and
other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of
losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once
again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to
the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and
The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public health and
other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with
the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council,
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support the need for housing development and respect the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing
or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for
future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and far beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published
by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites
for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any
intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Sir/Madam

I support housing development to meet Enfield’s housing needs, but I strongly object to
the proposal to release the Green Belt for housing or any other purposes. The Green Belt
should be sacrosanct. It is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for
future generations. The Council should use brownfield and underused retail sites to meet
the housing targets. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. This report
gives evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration
and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades. There are many
shops in Enfield town which are up for sale. Due to internet shopping, no-one wants them
for retail purposes. These should be changed to a mixture of housing and small
convenience stores as quickly as possible, to greatly enhance the area and prevent it from
becoming a ghost town.

I am really concerned that Crews Hill has been identified for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there are extremely popular, not only to residents
of Enfield, while giving employment opportunities to local people. These horticultural
activities should be encouraged and improved so that it can once again become a centre for
food and plant production. This would be so much better for the people of Enfield than
using Crews Hill for housing.

The Green Belt is far too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments above to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The green space is what attracted us to Enfield from inner London. Lets keep our green
spaces please.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Sirs
I think it is vitally important that the council preserve the green belt areas within the borough. There is so much
pollution on our streets that we desperately need large green spaces for the health and wellbeing of children and
the elderly. There is already an enormous amount of new housing developments in this area, which contribute
to more traffic, more pollution, insufficient GPs and long waits for NHS diagnosis and treatment. There are
now many empty shops which could be converted to affordable homes if necessary
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This is deplorable especially as Enfield has enough brownfield sites to build houses on
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
I am grateful to have the opportunity to respond to this consultation.
I write supporting the strong objections to the development in Crews Hill. This
would require part of the Green Belt being released, which is totally unnecessary.
I refer to the report, Space to Build, recently published by CORE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. The publication provided empirical data to
demonstrate that some 37,000 homes could be provided in ‘Brownfield sites’,
without encroaching on the Green Belt.
The Crews Hill nurseries are renowned as being the largest conurbation in the
UK. To destroy income generation in a time of financial uncertainty is mindless,
and very poorly thought through. The infrastructure would not be capable of
servicing the proposed plan, there would be insufficient transport available for the
increased volume of people, (exactly the same as in Cuffley) let alone schools and
shops for everyday needs. The road network was never built to deal with the
excessive traffic and is already heavily overwhelmed during the rush hour.
I appreciate Enfield Council is required to provide housing however, it is entirely
possible to do so without reducing the Green Belt. Enfield’s history dates back to
Charles II, when it was part of his hunting grounds including ‘ancient woodland’.
The Green Belt is our countries most precious asset and should not be
squandered for profit. It contributes ecologically to the environment and public
health, whether physical or mental.
Enfield Council could instantly boost their image by demonstrating a wellstructured plan to build on ‘Brownfield sites’, which already have a need for
regeneration and benefit by having the infrastructure, including transport to
support new homes.
I conclude by saying Enfield Council would be in a ‘win, win’ situation by NOT
going ahead with this proposed plan.
My response to this consultation is entirely my own.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Sir / Madam,
Thank you for opportunity to respond to Local Plan issues.
I am a very much in favour of protecting the Green Belt for environmental, ecological and public
health reasons ...
and strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt land for housing and other purposes ...
It cannot be allowed to happen!!
I therefore suggest that the Council, in order to fulfil its duty of care to the Green Belt and its
Residents and future generations, should ensure now, and in the future, that the release any
Green Belt land should not be included as part of its Local Plan

080

Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The Green Belt is important to my whole family and I hope my children's children will also be
able to benefit from it.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate

to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;

• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My
responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be
protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding
the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN
BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure
during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide a
new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the
Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt
boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding
countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current
strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended
amending the boundary where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.
Another boundary review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased

service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and
improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton
Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this
line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of several
large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its
surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All
these solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will
create new vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO
BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or
size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of
the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been
identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low
quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites
should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that another
Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many
functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections
of the Green Belt for de-designation.
I do not believe there is any need to release the Green Belt from the protection it’s currently
afforded. The Developers are after a quick buck at the expense of the Green Land that we the
residents enjoy and they should be stopped.
Demand that instead of lauding the land they have accrued and banked, they should use this to
provide the land they so desperately crave so long as it’s not Green Belt.
This must be protected at all costs, you as the Council have a moral duty to do so
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
Whilst in principle opposed to land grabs of green space whether allotments, parks,
playing fields or Green Belt, as a gardening business and therefore a customer of
Crews Hill garden centres and horticultural businesses, we also consider these outlets
to be an essential resource and supply of plants, soils and sundries.
A change of land use leading inevitably to a takeover of such premises for housing,
would only serve to fragment a long established horticultural community and needless
to say push relocations further away from London and vastly increase carbon
emissions, both in terms of deliveries and collections. Currently a one stop shop is
possible in this unique area of complementary green businesses.
Additionally while I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for
housing or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

086
Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
I would be very upset to lose the Garden Centres in Crewys Hill, where I have often bought
plants and enjoyed the feeling of getting ‘out of town’. Bounds Green, the area where I live, is
getting more and more built up and to be able to escape to Enfield’s green spaces goes some
way to offset all the time spent in the tube travelling into Central London and - in my case Islington - for work and activities. An advantage of living further out of town should be that you
have trees, green open spaces and room to breathe instead of being surrounded by concrete
and buildings, a disadvantage being that you have less facilities and options such as buses going
everywhere, places to eat in the evening, community centres with interesting activities going on
etc., as you do in somewhere like Islington, for example. I moved here 26 years ago largely for
the green spaces whilst still having access to Central London. If every inch of land is going to be
built on, then I might as well move nearer to town and spend less time travelling because it will
change the whole character of the borough, as it is already doing in Bounds Green.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
And please, please, keep your hands off Broomfield Park, a very pretty park, in particular.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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No, no, no to building in the Crew's Hill area where all those wonderful garden
centres are! It's a world away from some parts of built-up Enfield and a little piece
of 'harmony' and a welcomed breath of fresh air. We love going there to escape
the rest of grey, grimy Enfield. For better or for worst, we pay an extortionate
amount of council tax money to live in our heavily mortgaged two-bedroom flat in
the London Borough of Enfield. It's so refreshing every so often to get out to
Crews Hill or other areas of Enfield's Green Belt. But, here we go again, Enfield
council wants to destroy the little bit of 'countryside' we have left! The few parks
we have in this borough are, rightly so, very widely used and often (especially
during the summer months) overpacked with people trying to find a space for
themselves in which to relax. We don't all live in houses with lovely relaxing
gardens! A lot of us rely on outside spaces provided by our borough.
The Mayor of London talks about making 'London Greener' yet Enfield wants to
build into our green spaces. Where is the sense in all this?
We've lived and worked in this borough for almost 20 years - born in London over
50 years ago - yet now so tired of this place. It's all about the money, the urban
needs and trying to accommodate too many people in a tight space.  
Is using the Green Belt to provide new homes for more people? Rich people or
poor people? Or people like us who have worked hard all our lives for peanuts
and silently struggle to make, mend and 'make do'? So, let's think up a new
plan...if you've been in Enfield for less than 5 (6?) years and you can't afford to live
here, find another 'cheaper' part of the UK in which to establish yourself and your
family. Why London? Why Enfield? Or, is Enfield encouraging people to come
here and fill in any breathable space available? Not sure but whatever the truth is,
it's not working! Overpopulating the borough with people is not ideal for anyone
and a complete strain on those o
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Dear Sir,
I write in response to the above consultation paper.
I am a resident of Hadley Wood and find the section concerning Hadley wood inappropriate as it
treats Hadley Wood like other much larger suburbs and does nor appear to recognise the almost
total lack of infrastructure in this part of the borough. Significant investment would be necessary
before any substantial increase in the population could be housed.
Hadley Wood does not have good public transport access (it is in the lowest Public Transport Access
Level zones across the whole of Greater London as measured by TfL). Simply having a train station is
not an adequate definition of accessibility.
· Hadley Wood is not an appropriate area to target housing growth. It should be
explicitly excluded from the Council’s growth strategy.
· Small site development within 800m of a station (including any presumption of
approval), should not apply to Hadley Wood (or to other stations with limited services
such as Crews Hill).
Hadley Wood has poor infrastructure and poor public services. With no bank, NHS doctor, NHS dentist,
secondary school, Post Office, Public House, supermarket, etc, it cannot accommodate significant growth.
· Hadley Wood does not meet the Councils criteria as a centre for growth (and should be
explicitly excluded).
Any small site development must protect the natural environment. Enfield policies need to be enhanced
to meet the Mayor of London’s target of ‘no net loss of bio-diversity’ and to include stronger flood
mitigation measures.
With almost 15,000 new homes targeted for small sites, policies are required to ensure that investment in
transport, education and schools, health centres is strategically planned and delivered.
· Any presumption of planning approval for small sites should be dependent upon the
existence and delivery of strategically planned investments in public services.
Hadley Wood is fortunate to be surrounded by Green Belt on all sides. Any significant changes to Green
Belt designations are not supported.
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No using green belt land thank you
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. I strongly object
to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
,
should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
My family have lived in Enfield or Southgate for over 120 years.
The joy and beauty - and "specialness" - of this area has always been its
green spaces, its parks, its room to breath.
The Green Belt was not created lightly. It is a lung for London. It is not just
for now it is for ever. It is not just for us - you and me and our families - but
for the generations to come. How can the Mayor of London be serious in his
efforts to improve air quality in London, when he also wishes to choke its
lungs by covering them with brick and concrete?.
Destroy the Green belt and you will stand condemned by the generations
whose lives will be made that much worse in the years to come.
The extra council tax from new homes built on the Green Belt may be useful
in the short-term but its true price will be to create lasting damage for the
future. And not just for people - the impact on wildlife diversity will be
disastrous.
Please do not build on our lungs, our Green Belt.

I am adding the response that has been prepared by Enfield Roadwatch because I
agree with every word of it and wholeheartedly support their defence of the Green
Belt; the majority of the people in this borough do - 82% at the 2015 consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing
or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from
the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide
employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing
Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and
enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It
provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure

upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council
has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.

098

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
I came to to live in the borough of Enfield from south London nearly 50 years ago,
attracted by its green spaces, its parks, its room to breath.
I came because Enfiled was special. And it is special because of the Green Belt.
The Green Belt is a lung for London. It is not just for now it is for ever. It is not just
for us - you and me and our families - but for the generations to come. How can
the Mayor of London be serious in his efforts to improve air quality in London,
when he also wishes to choke its lungs by covering them with brick and concrete?.
Destroy the Green belt and you will stand condemned by the generations whose
lives will be made that much worse in the years to come.
The extra council tax from new homes built on the Green Belt may be useful in the
short-term but its true price will be to create lasting damage for the future. And not
just for people - the impact on wildlife diversity will be disastrous.
Please do not build on our lungs, our Green Belt.

I am adding the response that has been prepared by Enfield Roadwatch because I
agree with every word of it and wholeheartedly support their defence of the Green
Belt; the majority of the people in this borough do - 82% at the 2015 consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing
or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from
the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide
employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing
Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and
enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It
provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,

economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council
has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness

and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;

• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
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Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was.recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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>
> Dear Sirs,
> I understand that there are proposals to build private homes
> on Crews Hill garden centers.
> Crews Hill is a massive amenity for Enfield and a wide surrounding
> area.
> It will be more then a shame to lose this iconic area.
> I strongly object.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
I grew up with the green belt surrounding the area and want the same for my children. Releasing
7% for housing now is a slippery slope. It should be protected, not partially protected. Otherwise,
in 5 years time another 7% and so on. Please consider the future and value of this precious land,
for the benefit of London as a whole.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield
and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
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in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there prnvide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the
Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a
resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing,
its horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again
be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Councillors
I write to respond as part of this important consultation.
I support housing development and support the Council’s ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, but I strongly object to the proposal to release
Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the
Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide
employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of
losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant
production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can and should be accommodated on
brownfield sites. The report, Space to Build, Enfield provides evidence of
sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental,
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been
identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance
with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan. This area is important to the character
of the Borough in which we have lived for 45 years, and I hope that the
Council will take careful notice of the public reaction to the plans.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is
a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green
Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the
loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service,
this area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than
Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that
areas closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while
other areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option

which suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that
a robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and
rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green Belt
boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate to
provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor,
Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all
in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD
ON THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space
can be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial
sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;

• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible
or of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all
our Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce
my response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary
because the 2013
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My responses to
the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding the
Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure
during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide a
new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the Council
itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that
will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield
from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses
of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where
appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not
be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased service
on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and improvements
on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should
also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between
Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of several
large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its
surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these
solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new
vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s heritage
and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be achieved
by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or size.
Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of the
Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been identified
including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low
quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites
should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that another
Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid. Once these

facilities are lost they never get replaced.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many
functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections of
the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losin g Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Sir/Madam,
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I know everyone needs somewhere to live. I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or any
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should
be protected and preserved for future generations.
I do not want the green belt reduced because it is essential for London and
particularly Enfield to have a green lung. My mother works in the NHS and
there for we know how important green spaces are to improving air quality.
It is particularly important because of the M25, A10 and the North Circular
running through/near Enfield. This borough has one of the worst air
quality. Poor air quality
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the
Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide
employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of
losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and
plant production. The Council could show leadership in supporting food and
plant production because poorer local residents are increasingly dependent
on food banks. It is shameful that the Council is not supporting its poorest
residents through supporting food production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previouslybuilt land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build,
Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch
and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
Over a hundred years ago, Londoners opposed the building on available
land, because they recognised the need for green space. Londoners need
green space more than ever in these days of austerity. The Green Belt is
too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has

a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and
the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of
the local plan.
London's green spaces are too important to build on. As a local resident, I
am particularly keen not to see a loss of green belt and green spaces in
general.
I am writing to my MP about my concerns.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.

�
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I am against the building project for more housing on Enfields Green Belt, I want cleaner
air, and I think for the next generation, open spaces, greenery is essential. By taking away
more green land would be so harmful to our diminishing wildlife. The garden centres in
Crews Hill are outstanding they have been there for years, and provide jobs and a great
atmosphere to the community. Its just wrong.

116

Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production. It already attracts people from around the country not just locals and
is an invaluable draw to the area.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Lastly, as an architect I implore you to uphold a standard of design and quality not just bog
-standard housing built for profit as you have done on the site of Chase Farm Hospital for
example. This new build is the epitome of greed and lack of design, ambition and
ingenuity in an area which has an eclectic range of homes such as Gentleman’s Row for
example which brings a worth of many kinds to the area, not least making the area more
desirable and therefore safer. In addition the impact the level of these homes bring to our
roads and public transport needs to be considered, it is already at breaking point and the
infrastructure was not built for this capacity.
To reiterate, the likes of the Chase Farm development shouldn’t be the standard we inflict
on Enfield and shouldn’t be the lasting legacy of our generation. In this day and age we
can do so much better. Therefore instead so simply complaining I propose you take action
and employ a design critic to review any such future applications and stop this aggressive
build mentality. As for example a scheme I have seen in Southgate named ‘Office Village’
which is simply far too aggressive and utterly ridiculous! Please note this email as an
outright objection to such an awful awful scheme. More placed for Hong Kong or Japan
than Southgate!! You MUST start to uphold the good of the borough which is what you are
there to do. You are the guardians of our borough so please respect it.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
Regards
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One of the reasons why my wife and I moved to this area was because of the lush green
belt that's surounds Enfield, We were moved away from the inner city where all their green
parks we're being taken over by developers and new developments. We don't want this for
Enfield and we say No.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. While I support housing
development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the
proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be
protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding
the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure
during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide
a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the
Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt
boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding

countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current
strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended
amending the boundary where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.
Another boundary review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased
service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and
improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to
Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane
Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that
area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of
several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and
its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All
these solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will
create new vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO
BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or
size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of
the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been
identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;

• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low
quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites
should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that
another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many
functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections
of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
Regards
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I moved to Enfield 30 years ago and am proud of how green Enfield is, with it's many
parks and wild habitat. I think we are a unique borough because of this and our green
belt s, parks and particularly Crews hill, (which brings in revenue for local businesses)
and needs protecting.
I object to ANY of the green belt land to being used for housing or other use.
If the council needs money or more housing there must be other ways. The industrial
estates are not widely used and could support new infrastructures as roads, drainage etc
are already in place but would need rectifying of course.
Please do not carry on with the current plans.
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Dear Enfield Council,
I am writing to you, as an Enfield resident, to object to the proposal to release the Green
Belt for housing or other purposes that are not related to supporting wildlife or the
environment.
In a period where the fight against Climate Change and the protection of our Planet and its
natural resources is more pressing than ever, we should hold on tight to the green areas we
still have and try to get them even better and stronger.
I understand that there is a housing shortage but I see many empty houses walking around
the streets and lots of new buildings.
This year Enfield's schools had around 500 less children in reception than expected. This
should be seen as a sign that maybe there is less people than expected and therefore less
need for emergency housing.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt,
in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be
taken out of the local plan.
The Mayor of London and Enfield’s MP have stated many times that the environment is their top
priority. This is an opportunity to prove it. Protect Enfield’s Green Belt and show all your citizens that
you care about the environment.
Give your citizens a good example on how to fight against Climate Change starting from protecting
London’s Green.
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The residents of Oakwood are horrified that our Green Belt land could be taken away from us. You would also
be affecting wild life etc.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council,
I take this opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I accept the need for housing development and broadly support the ambition to
meet Enfield’s housing needs, this must be met within a capacity which the whole
Borough can sustain without undue overcrowding, and I strongly object to the proposal
to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are
alternatives (for example, what are known as “Brownfield sites”) which are available to
meet housing targets. The Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations. Once lost it can and will never be replaced.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production. Although Crews Hill has a mainline railway station,
other public transport links are exiguous.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land (eg
brownfield sites as mentioned above). May I invite your attention to the report, Space
to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, The Enfield Society and
Enfield RoadWatch. It provides evidence of sites which would accommodate at least
37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public
transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation represent my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

- L
h-e.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hiil has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I object to any proposal to build on Green Belt or on greenfield sites until all brownfield
sites have been exhausted.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield).
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
There is mounting evidence of the environmental benefits of Green Belt/Open Spaces. Enfield has an enviable
reputation in this respect. Please keep it so for future generations. We all have a duty in this respect.
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Having read the draft plan, I note that it highlights ALL stations as centres for growth, simply on the
assumption that a station has good public transport accessibility. However, with only four trains per
hour (if we are lucky!) Hadley Wood does not have good public transport. Furthermore, it is in the
lowest Public Transport Access Level zones across the whole of Greater London as measured by TfL.
Simply having a train station is not an adequate definition of accessibility.
While I am not not opposed to development in Hadley Wood and would support ‘good growth’ which
protects both the character of Hadley Wood and its natural environment, the area has poor
infrastructure: there is no bank, no NHS doctor, no NHS dentist, no secondary school, no post office and
no public house. Therefore, it cannot accommodate significant growth.
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Dear Enfield Council.
I was brought up in Winchmore Hill and although I've moved to another part of North
London I still have close ties to Enfield and am a frequent visitor to Crews Hill and Forty
Hall.
I understand the need for housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing requirements, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for
housing or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and
preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities
should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant
production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published
by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites
for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any
intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield).
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council.
While I support housing development,I strongly object to the proposal to release Green
Belt for housing or other purposes. There are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and the Green Belt is a precious resource that MUST be protected and
PRESERVED for future generations.
I am extremely concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out. It's horticultural
activities should be encouraged and promoted to the younger generation. Your housing
targets can be accommodated on brownfield land mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit Enfield residents.
THE GREEN BELT IS TOO VALUABLE TO LOSE FOR ALL THE MANY
ENVIRONMENTAL ECOLOGICAL AND OTHER REASONS IDENTIFIED!!
The council has a duty of care for the green belt.
This is destruction of the community creating pollution and destroying natural habitat of
trees and wildlife. You just need to take a look at glorious Trent Park which is being
pulled apart! !
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important
consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to
meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to
release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important
consultation. The original intention of the Green Belt was to
prevent over development and now with the increased
population the need for green belt is as important as ever.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out
for release from the Green Belt. I understand that the garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a
resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing
Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for
food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space
to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence
of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other

infrastructure upgrades. It may not be the cheapest option but it is
the better sustainable option.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many
environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other
reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care
for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to
release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important
consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
I have grown up and had my family in this borough and I feel strongly about this issue.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
This issue is important to me. I lived in this borough since I was a young child and brought up
my own children here too.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I
believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is
a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities
should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant
production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published
by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites
for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for
the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to
release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Finally, with increased urbanisation and greater density of population the Green Belt
becomes an even greater precious open space to be cherished and safeguarded for the future.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green
Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource
for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a
hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of
the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
Best Regards.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been i dentified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release
Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for
release from the Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again
be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to
Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at
least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would
benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental,
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been
identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in
accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy
Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important
consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land (brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I believe this is all wrong I have only just found out about this through family today, and I live
in Enfield I have lived here all my life and I did not know about this, if I had I would of
known I would 100 percent been against this, why you may ask well having the green belt and
having that country side and fresh air and somewhere to clear your head because there are
times I have gone on walks up there to get a peace of mind, I mean you say it’s only 7 percent
but that’s still a lot and once 7 percent then it will become more I don’t believe in the
government thinking of people in society these days it keeps saying there is an epidemic of a
housing crisis and to make it cheaper, but to me it’s all a big con it’s just to make the wealthier
more wealthy,it’s forgetting about us people trying to just live a normal life and to get on the
property ladder, I still live my parents and I know now for me to move on I have to even more
harder and one day eventually I can then move out, I tried with this help to buy but it was all
lies until you go and look and put your paper work and earnings on the table there is no help
to buy you still need someone else’s help and then your left struggling and stressed and that
would not of been right for me as I suffer with mental health and that may have led me down a
dark path. So I believe the Mayer saying we have targets we need to this I have something
back to say to that, isn’t mental health an important issue ,so if you take away parts of our
green belt you could be opening up a whole can of worms and I see there being a dark path
there especially for me as I will lose some of my space where I go and clear my head to get
away from the busy life that is all around and a green belt was put in place for a reason you
talk about environmental changes for the better well this goes against all of that and is making
it worser and what is this showing our youth today that law means nothing you can just
change it when you want, no this is where we are going wrong rules where put in place for a
reason and shouldn’t be broken especially when we all know the real reasons it’s just all about
money and greed.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

Y"\..?

?\'"Q._ e_""'-

� �o � \J.

159
Dear Enfield Council
Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned th
·ews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and otb
· "sses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. lnsteaa ,.,, __ .g Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE�London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
peoplebefrom
centres and
there
employment
and a resource
forshould
Enfield and
otherofbusinesses
beyond.
Instead
losing Crews
Hillprovide
for housing,
its horticultural
activities
encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Comments on LBE Draft Local Plan
Misuse of demographic projections
The need for a sharp increase in housebuilding is presented as essential because population
projections show further rapid growth in the populations of Enfield and London.
But they would, wouldn’t they, as they are based on projection forward of recent trends – which do
indeed show rapid population growth. But trends change – London’s population fell for many
decades up to the mid 1980s.
Note also that there is a ratchet effect at work here. The more you build, the greater the population
growth (as people choose to move here rather than elsewhere), which in turn boosts the next set of
population projections and targets based on them.
This is the nature of projections. The original ONS source makes it quite clear that they take no
account of planned policy changes yet to kick in or potential policy changes (including some which
might be a response to the projections themselves). In particular, no account is taken as far as I can
see of changes which could arise from Brexit, either through explicit curbs on immigration or
through changes to the attractiveness of the UK as a destination. But when we see targets derived
form these projections in policy documents, those provisos have disappeared.
This does not invalidate the projections but they should be used as the starting point for the debate,
not as a near certainty and the basis for firm targets. False certainty makes for bad outcomes!
Enfield cannot and should not ignore projections from the government and GLA but nor should they
be accepted without rigorous questioning and consideration of the consequences.
The demographic projections and the vicious circle effect are examined in more detail in the Annex.
The growth issue – is it always good?
Nor does it follow that the only response to the projections is to build enough to accommodate
them. There are policy alternatives, such as more vigorous encouragement for development in
regions of the UK which are in sore need of it. It is quite conceivable that a future government might
choose this approach.
However, this calls into question the idea that growth (in Enfield and London) is necessarily good.
This seems to be taken for granted by the GLA and the borough but it is questionable. If Enfield’s
economy and population both grow by 10 per cent, we have effectively stayed where we are in
terms of individual prosperity but would have built on Green Belt and/or built high in order to stay in
the same place!
So why is the benign nature of growth taken for granted? Has the difference between GDP and GDP
per head not been understood? Do some of the actors involved simply want to be in charge of as
large an entity (or revenue base) as possible?

Affordability ratios
We have purely demography-based targets for housebuilding, based on the projections. However,
CLG wishes to increase targets further by overlaying upon it the concept of affordability. Nobody
would deny that it is difficult for first time buyers to buy their first dwelling and that it is particularly
difficult in London and parts of the South East.
However, the adjustment factor proposed by CLG appears to have been plucked out of thin air. It is
derived from comparisons of median house prices in the area with median individual incomes of
those working (not living – why not?) in the area. What about two income families? Why base it
entirely on owner occupation when affordability of rental is also an issue? Not everybody wants to
buy. Are medians really appropriate when the typical first time buy is likely to be much cheaper?
It concerns me that some of these factors may make London’s affordability issue look even worse
than it is. In particular, are rental yields not markedly lower in London, thus renting being less
unaffordable in London than buying?
The form of the actual adjustment factor derived from the affordability ratios is nowhere justified by
CLG. It is then used in a totally irrational manner – it is multiplied by the demography-based target.
But if something is to be done specifically relating to affordability, it is about affordability here and
now for the current population. The requirement should be as a percentage of current housing
stock, not a percentage of the planned (demography-based) growth in housing stock.
The flaws in the affordability criterion are discussed in more detail in the Annex.
It is also open to question whether large scale new housebuilding of the types proposed would
actually solve the affordability crisis. It is plausible that it will attract newcomers to the area en
masse, leaving those who cannot afford to buy still unable to buy. Of course if enough affordable
housing for rent is provided it could help (though the affordability ratio is entirely based on owner
occupation). There is a history of developers negotiating down the proportion of affordable
dwellings they have to provide and some doubt as to how affordable an “affordable” dwelling
actually is.
The much higher target set by CLG is only mentioned in passing in the draft Local Plan. It is not clear
which target takes priority for Enfield.
As already noted, higher housebuilding in the medium term works through into (even) higher targets
for the longer term. A poorly designed affordability adjustment could exacerbate this.
The homeless
Enfield has a large number of homeless to accommodate, many of whom are said to have moved
from other London boroughs. It is argued that extra housebuilding will help some of the homeless
into suitable homes and relieve the financial burden on the council.
Again, it is open to question whether large scale new housebuilding of the types proposed will really
address this issue, for reasons similar to those identified above

Types of development
It should be clear from what I have written above that I am cautious about targets based on
projections.
The “gung ho” response to the targets is to dedesignate large chunks of the Green Belt, and/or
densify on a large scale right now.
I would argue that a much more cautious and incremental approach is required. Otherwise we may
find that we have lost Green Belt or thrust into the sky unnecessarily, or at least on an unnecessarily
large scale. That is not to suggest that Enfield would be left with unoccupied housing; the likelihood
is that people would be attracted to move into Enfield rather than (say) Barnet or Broxbourne (to
that extent population projections could become self-fulfilling).
I note also that the recent CPRE report on Enfield suggests that brownfield sites could provide room
for [37,000] dwellings. Every effort should be made to identify and bring into use such sites before
contemplating development on a damaging scale elsewhere.
So the main choice presented – between building on the Green Belt and densification – may be a
false dichotomy.
To put it crudely, if we have to damage the borough, let’s make sure it is not on a scale far bigger
than it needs to be. The damage cannot for the most part be undone.
I oppose dedesignating areas of the Green Belt (or for that matter Metropolitan Open Land, which
often provides the green relief between buildings).
My instinctive preference is to prefer densification. After all, this has been going on for decades with
houses being replaced by flats in areas such as Bush Hill Park and Bycullah Road. We might not like it
while it is happening but some of it is inevitable.
However, this was before I saw the proposals for large tower blocks on the site of Southgate Office
Village, which strip off he veneer and show what “densification near transport hubs” red in tooth
and claw actually mean. The tallest block would be eighteen storeys high and would dominate views
from miles around. It would be more than twice the height of any other building in the area. In days
past this would have been seen as a compelling reason not to approve such a development but in
this topsy-turvy world, the opposite seems to be true, with planners (according to the developers)
actively encouraging building that high.
It is argued that such a development would revitalise Southgate, in particular the shopping areas.
This seems unlikely as online shopping becomes more and more prevalent. Other areas of the
borough seem to be struggling much more and some of them already have towers on their skyline. It
may sound a bit “NIMBY” but you don’t make those areas better by spending money making
Southgate worse.
There is an irony that local authorities have spent millions in recent years replacing tower blocks
with low rise redevelopments, apparently without significant loss of density. Presumably this is
because the towers were surrounded by some open land. So why are towers so necessary now –

unless high densities are to be attained by doing away with the gaps and squeezing up tight to
existing properties?
If anything, tower blocks (granted, mostly not private sector) seem to be associated more with
deprivation and decline than with roaring economic success. Ah, but those were the mistakes made
by planners forty years ago. Planners are much wiser now (they say) and would not make the same
mistakes again. My fear is that that is exactly what planners forty years on may be saying about
today’s planners.
A bit about me
I am a retired government statistician and an occasional user of demographic statistics and
projections, though I believe I have some insight into how they are prepared. I am also familiar with
how the desire for certainty can lead to qualifications and provisos being lost sight of in using the
data.
I believe that I am also well qualified to critique CLG’s affordability ratio and the bizarre manner in
which they feed into CLG’s targets. I am also well aware of how targets, even those which look
inherently reasonable, affect the behaviours of those subject to the targets and can lead to “game
playing”.
I am also Chair of the Grovelands Residents’ Association. However, these comments are made in a
purely personal capacity.

MICHAEL CLARY
27 February 2019

ANNEX: Targets for housebuilding- some serious flaws
1. Summary
The misuse of projections as “facts” (see section 3)
•

Targets are based on demographic projections.

•

These are based on recent trends.

•

Trends can and do change (e g London after the mid 1980s).

•

Although they “do what it says on the tin”, users are warned that take no account of actual
or potential changes in policy (or indeed Brexit).

•

They can serve as warnings of what may happen without sharp policy change.

•

They should be the start point for the discussion, not the finish.

•

False certainty leads to rashness; caution is required.

Creation of a vicious circle; the distorting effects of targets (see section 4)
•

The more you build, the more people are attracted to the area.

•

This increases trend growth.

•

Because targets are based on trend-based projections, this increases the targets you are
subsequently asked to reach.

•

It is a feedback loop which could lead to never-ending and increasing demands to build
further housing.

Use of an affordability criterion to further increase targets (see section 5)
•

DCLG targets further inflate the GLA targets via the concept of affordability.

•

The criterion adopted is simple, even simplistic and little attempt is made to justify its use.

•

It is based entirely on affordability of owner-occupation (why not also rental?).

•

“… it is worrying that it is to be used as a central indicator in local authority housing needs
planning” (Geoffrey Meen, University of Reading).

Illogicality of application of the affordability criterion (see section 6)
•

There is a case for saying that an area needs (say) an extra 500 dwellings each year to assist
affordability.

•

This should then be added to the number of dwellings required on purely demographic
grounds.

•

But it isn’t. The adjustment factor is applied multiplicatively to the demographic
requirement.

•

So if there is no demographic need, nothing will be done to influence affordability, however
poorly an area rates according to the criterion.

•

Even if affordability is no longer an issue after a building boom, the boom has generated
higher demographic trends which inflate subsequent targets.

•

Thus it further exacerbates the vicious circle which is inherent in even the demographybased targets.

2. Setting the Scene
There are two sets of potential targets, one set by the GLA and another much higher set by central
government.
Assessment of housing need is traditionally based on projections of numbers of households, which
in turn are based on projections of population. The government has overlaid something extra on top
of that, based on the concept of affordability, which largely explains the discrepancy between what
the GLA says is needed (1,876 new dwellings p a) and what the government says (3,500). It also
explains why the number of dwellings that DCLG thinks Enfield should provide for exceeds the
projected increase in population.
There are issues with both elements. These are being ignored, particularly by DCLG, providing a false
impression of certainty about what needs to happen. The motives? Possibly frustration at the
perceived failure to build enough new dwellings and the difficulties for first time buyers in London
and the South East. Possibly to provide simplicity. The most obvious beneficiaries, though, are the
potential developers.
I am concerned that we are stumbling into accepting the inevitability of future growth being
concentrated in London and the South East “because the market says so”. Nobody seems to ask
whether economic growth that is purely down to population growth is beneficial. Some other
regions are in desperate need of growth of both kinds but all we get on that is words, not action.
I am also concerned that the design of the targets punishes those who meet them. A vicious circle is
being created (see section 4).
3. The misuse of projections as “facts”
The projected level of growth in population in London and Enfield often seems to be presented as
factual and inevitable. It is certainly possible but it is not a fact. It is not even a forecast. To quote
from the ONS population projections release:“They are trend-based projections, which means assumptions for future levels of births, deaths and
migration are based on observed levels mainly over the previous five years. They show what the
population will be if recent trends continue.”
and
“The projections generally do not take into account any policy changes that have not yet occurred,
nor those that have not yet had an impact on observed trends.“
Brexit effects? No, they’re not in there.
These provisos disappear without trace in the DCLG policy papers and indicative calculations.
Household projections additionally use projections of average household size. For Enfield it is
projected that average household size will fall hence:“Projection scenarios to 2036 show an increase of roughly 51,000 in population and an additional
31,000 households to Enfield’s current 333,000 people and 130,000 households.”
Projections are meant to be treated with care. Sometimes they can act as a prod to produce actions
which are designed to stop the projection becoming reality – think of climate change projections.
As an example of how trends can change, think back to the 1980s. London’s population had been
falling for decades. That was seen as a big problem, particularly for the inner cities. Population
projections made then would have suggested a further fall in London’s population. We know how
that turned out. Maybe that was just “the market”, maybe government policy changed in response
to the policy problem.

A more local, if less dramatic example. In November 2015, we had:“… a population that according to official Office for National Statistics forecasts may very well exceed
the 400,000 mark by the time the Plan comes to an end in 2032” (Consultation on a New Plan for
Enfield 2017-2032, November 2015).
In the current consultation this has become 390,000 by 2036. Do the maths and about a quarter of
projected growth has disappeared as a result of the population projections being revised.
Associated with this, when looking at the Grovelands school proposal, the projected increase in
primary demand in the area in the 2020s just melted away at some point – because birth rates had
declined, sharply reducing projections for the primary age group.
Of course future rounds of projections could reinstate the higher figures, or reduce them further.
Birth rates have been falling, we are told that life expectancy is no longer increasing, net domestic
migration out of London has resumed (after drying up post-2008), we have possible Brexit-related
impacts (direct or indirect). My money would be on a further revision down but nobody knows.
The conclusion I draw from this is that authorities need to be cautious and be prepared for a range
of eventualities. In particular, do not now de-designate swathes of Green Belt (or MOL) and invite in
the developers big time, because if you do it may prove impossible to slow down development even
if that is the right thing to do.
There are of course some who would benefit from such a welcoming policy. Developers, obviously –
there is a suspicion that making greenfield sites available leads to delays in developing brownfield
sites as the latter are less attractive/profitable for developers.
One wonders also whether councils see rapid development as a means of enhancing their revenue
base when their finances are under severe stress. Of course expenditure also has to increase to
provide facilities to cope with the level of growth, so you may end up running to stand still. We are
also sometimes told that London’s or Enfield’s economy “needs to grow”, thus population increase
which facilitates this is to be welcomed. But if both the economy and the population grow by 20%,
we are no better off economically and have a more crowded borough to boot. Nobody is better off –
except the developers!

4. Creation of a vicious circle; the distorting effects of targets
One other consequence of over-reliance on household projections. If an authority increases its rate
of housebuilding, it will inevitably see higher population growth as a result. Note that this does not
“justify” the original targets, as it probably means that people have been attracted to move into that
area rather than one which has built less “Build it and they will come”.
This will be picked up as a increase in the trend in the next rounds of population projections. So the
next target will be even higher!

So, if you are “good” you get punished for it by being asked to be “even better”.
Specifically, you probably only get one Meridian Water in a lifetime. Enfield’s housebuilding will
probably be at its height during its development. But that will increase Enfield’s target for (say)
housebuilding up to 2040, even though there is no such comparable site available, perhaps forcing
intrusion into the Green Belt.
Targets set in this trend-based fashion take no account of the lumpiness of development, or indeed
of wider land availability issues.
This ratchet effect is exacerbated by the application by DCLG of an affordability criterion and in
particular by the very odd way in which it is applied.
As London is projected to see particularly high demographic growth and also has the most acute
affordability issues, we seem to be setting up a dangerous feedback mechanism whereby London
will be subjected to never-ending and increasing demands to build new housing and a population
that increases exponentially or worse.
As a political aside, some would argue that this seems to be the precise opposite of what the country
as a whole needs, an abdication of responsibility for assisting areas of the country which need a lot
of help.
It is widely recognised that the need to meet targets – even those that initially look sensible – can
distort behaviour and lead to “game playing”. The health system is notorious for this.

This is not an argument against the use of targets as such but it is essential that possible
consequences of the form of the target should be properly thought through, both by those setting
the targets and by those subjected to them. I see no evidence that this has happened.
5. Use of an affordability criterion to further increase targets
The government has introduced a further complexity in an attempt to tackle perceived housing
shortages. This is based on a published set of statistics known as “affordability ratios”. This is
Median 1 price of houses sold
divided by
Median annual earnings of individual
If the ratio is above a certain cut-off level (set at 4, without any obvious justification), an upward
adjustment is made to the number of new dwellings that needs to be provided. Affordability ratios
are much higher in London than in the rest of the country (see Annex) so you end up with much
higher upward adjustments. In the case of Enfield it is not far off doubling the requirement, to the
extent that the number of new dwellings required (3600 p a) is actually higher than projected
population growth (3,000 p a)!
ONS metadata: “While there are many more factors that influence affordability, the simple ratio
provides an overview of geographic differences across England and Wales.” The “many more factors”
are ignored by DCLG in favour of simplicity. On the surface it looks like a test mortgage lenders
might apply but that would be for a real purchase buying a real dwelling, not a notional one.
Also:“We are highly critical of the simplest – the house price to earnings ratio; the ratio provides no
information on the distribution of outcomes across household types and income levels, it can be
misleading as an indicator of changes in affordability over time even at the aggregate level and it is
worrying that it is to be used as a central indicator in local authority housing needs planning.“
2
(Paper by Geoffrey Meen, 2018.)
Note that earnings is workplace-based, thus the question posed is “can you afford to buy where you
work?” rather than “can you afford to buy where you live?”. It is not clear why workplace-based has
been used as residence-based measures are also available.
It is also individual earnings rather than household earnings and of course excluded any benefits.
Also note that it is based entirely on the owner occupier market. But it is unrealistic to suppose that
everyone ought to be able to buy a house. Some would be worried (or any potential lender would be
worried) that their source of income is insufficiently reliable. Others simply have no wish to go down
that route. If rental income was directly proportional to house price that would not matter but it
isn’t; rental returns are highest where housing is relatively cheap. So it could distort comparisons,
making London look (even) less affordable.
The affordability ratio is also irrelevant for those who own a dwelling outright and increasingly
irrelevant as a mortgage is paid off. Even if we stick to dwellings purchased, should we not be
The median is “halfway” through the distribution. 50% of houses cost more than the median and 50% cost
less. The median is often preferred to the mean as an average measure for datasets which relate to income or
wealth, as the mean can be heavily influenced by a few very high values which are irrelevant to 99.9% of the
population.

1

2

“How should housing affordability be measured” (Geoffrey Meen, University of Reading, 2018)

looking at potential first time buyers and the dwellings nearer the bottom of the price range that
they would be looking at? As previously noted, they might not be looking near where they work in
any case. Would I have been looking to buy my first flat in Westminster?
My personal suspicion is that, although there is a case for trying to tackle affordability, the extra
dwellings produced on that account would turn out to have far less affordable housing in it than
originally planned – this happens a lot – and most of it would be taken up by migrants into the
borough, leaving just as bad an affordability situation in its wake. It seems unlikely that it would be
occupied by the numbers of homeless people with which Enfield has to cope.
6. Illogicality of application of the affordability criterion
The oddest thing about the way the government is using the affordability ratio is that the upward
adjustment made on its basis is made multiplicatively.

If an affordability adjustment is to be made, it needs to be additive (thus the same in all three cases)
rather than multiplicative.
Because this measure of affordability picks out London as the most problematic area, it will
disproportionately increase the housing targets for London. This is precisely the opposite of what is
needed to help other regions. It will also worsen the vicious circle element already present in the
reliance on household projections.

TABLE: Affordability-based ratios (workplace-based) as published by ONS (extract for regions, London and Hertfordshire

Source: ONS
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The green belt area at Crews Hill should not be touched. The garden centres in
this area are visited by 1000’s of different people constantly though out the
years and to have this affected by allowing properties to be built will change
everything that crews Hill stands for. This CANNOT BE ALLOWED and the
green belt land must be saved. The comments provided in my response to this
consultation are my own views
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We must keep these lovely open spaces which we are so lucky to have in Enfield. The garden centres at Crews
Hill especially need to be kept there for keen gardeners & anyone else who appreciates the lovely walks around
the area. We cannot keep building concrete houses etc. As we need open spaces & pleasant country areas for
our sanity in this troubled world. As been stated there are enough brownfield sites for housing etc.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations. To release it now to meet this current housing need is shortsighted.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production. If anything this area should be further developed as
a food and plant production area further developing what is already in place. There are
other areas that can be used for housing.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades. We do not need
to lose the green belt to meet the immediate housing need.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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1. The “Space to Build Enfield” Report January 2019 by an alliance of Enfield Road Watch/The
Enfield Society/Campaign to Protect Rural England (London Branch)
demonstrates that Enfield should not, does not need to, seek to release Green Belt as part of
its Local Plan development process.

2. The Green Belt land should be utilised to grow food for London’s expanding population.
3. The horticultural activity at Crews Hill should be recognised as part of Enfield’s local economy.
4. There needs to be Masterplanning of strategic sites such as that around Southbury Overground
Station.
5. The space above some of the railway lines in the Borough could be decked over and built on.
Winchmore Hill,
Gordon Hill, New Southgate and Cockfosters (Depot) could be considered.
6. Concerning improving public transport and making it more attractive:Four tracking of the Lea Valley railway line should be introduced in an incremental manner
ahead of CrossRail2.
Enfiled Lock should be an interim end point of four tracking.
Far better interchange between bus and train should be arranged by moving bus stops nearer
stations. Brimsdown
Bus terminus in Green Street is particularly poor for interchange. With the planned closure of
both Brimsdown (Green Street)
and Enfield Lock (Ordnance Road) level crossings the opportunity should taken to remodel the
station entrances (West side)
by utilising the redundant road space for bus terminals.
7. A station should be opened at Carterhatch Lane on the Southbury Loop as a catalyst for
regeneration.
Please consider these comments to be my response to the Consultation.
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Good afternoon
I have lived in Enfield for over 25 years. Sadly it has become so polluted over the years with more
and more cars and expanding highways, there is barely any room for parks and clean air.
The council must do a lot more to reduce pollution and over population.
In my view, there are several areas that really need improvement
-encouraging all drivers to switch their engines off when parked in a car park or a road. Every
single day I walk past selfish drivers who sit in their cars or vans with engines running. I would
sometimes go into a supermarket and do some shopping before walking past a very smelly
smoky car with the engine on, come out 20 min later, and the same car is still there with the
engine on.
They often park outside my house, and I cannot even open the window or I would get all the
pollution in the house.
The council must put signs up to remind drivers that it is illegal to have the engine running when
parked. I think we can afford to say enough is enough when so many of us have breathing
problems and so many lives are lost due to pollution.
Also, please PLEASE plant more TREES on my road, they have a calming effect on people and are
well known to reduce violence and help mental health, as well as reduce pollution. This year I
have planted 3 threes in the garden with my grown children.
Thank you thank you thank you
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release
Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is
a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for
release from the Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again
be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previouslybuilt land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield
which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and
The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental,
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been
identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in
accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy
Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important

consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While we support housing development and support the necessity to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, we strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. We believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for
future generations.
We are extremely concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the
Green Belt.
The garden centres are unique to Enfield, there is nowhere like it anywhere in the UK or
Europe and should be protected as such.
People come from far and wide to visit this area, they have a day out, spending at the
nurseries, shops and cafes bringing welcome business and prosperity to all the other small
businesses in this area.
These businesses provide employment for a great many people and much loved resources
for people from Enfield and beyond.
Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views, and I
hope that they are considered by the council.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the
Green Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a
resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a
hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of
the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for
housing or other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be
protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green
Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and
a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for
housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it
can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built
land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was
recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield
Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas
that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The
Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London
Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be
a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I write to express dismay and disgust at various the current plans to sacrifice valuable
greenbelt land for housing. It is shortsighted, and sets a dangerous precedent for future
generations. I believe there are sufficient brownfield sites available for this purpose and
these should be given priority.
Use of greenbelt land raises the following issues
1. Loss of wildlife space will have an effect on the balance of the ecosystem. However
minimal this may initially appear, the longer term effects will show that this was just the
thin edge of the proverbial wedge. It is naive and dangerous to believe otherwise.
2. Our open spaces contribute greatly to the mental well-being of residents who would
normally live in town and city areas, where there is noise, pollution, stress, and a need to
have an easily accessible healthy and relaxing environment.
3. The financial benefits to the local authority of selling valuable land for development,
and the associated profits for the developers are an integral part of such plans. However,
the integrity of such business urgently needs to be weighed against the benefits to the
wider environment of using brownfield sites.
I hope my thoughts and comments will receive due consideration.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic,
public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be

needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;

• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
Please acknowledge safe receipt of this email.
Thank you
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Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land (brownfield).
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important
consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to
meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to
release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out
for release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other
businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing,
its horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so
that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space
to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence
of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades. These sites should be prioritised for
potential development. Green belt land should remain protected
and undeveloped.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many
environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other

reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care
for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to
release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important
consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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To whom it may concern:
Meeting Enfield’s Housing Needs.
I have just read information of plans to use 7% of Green Belt Land around Enfield for housing.
The Green Belt protects the quality of life of people in Enfield.
Crews Hill is widely known as a thriving community of garden centres bringing valuable commerce to Enfield.
Why would Enfield council consider destroying this?
There is no doubt there is an enormous need for new housing but new housing communities need facilities, such
as schools, doctors, shops, good transport links. All of these would damage the health giving environment of the
Green Belt.
Enfield sold off Trent Park for ‘housing’, many of which are beyond the financial reach of those in NEED of
housing. Please don’t let this happen again on our Green Belt. Think again, protect our environment.
Thank you for your attention to this.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, my responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. No green belt sites should be considered for release. Growth can be accommodated
on previously developed land/ brownfield.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness

and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
Question 10 –
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, are serving very important
functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites should be preserved and
protected. Another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013
review is still valid.
d) and e) Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many functions and should be
preserved and protected.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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We strongly oppose the proposal concerning the future of the Crews Hill Open Space.
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Dear Enfield Council
Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support hou�ing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and 0th.er businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production .
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While we support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
we strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. Our responses
to the consultation questions below reflect our beliefs that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations.
Question 1 –
We have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding the
Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure during
the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal development
picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide a new mixed-use
community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the Council
itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that
will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield
from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses
of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where
appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary review should not
be needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased service
on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and improvements
on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should
also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between
Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see our response to Q2.

e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of several
large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its
surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these
solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new
vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but we would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to our response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to our responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be achieved
by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or size.
Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of the
Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been identified
including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low quality,
are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites should be
preserved and protected. We would also like to reinforce our response to Q2 that another Green Belt
Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid.
d) and e) We refer you to our previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many
functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
We look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections of
the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my/our response to this consultation are our own views.
Regards
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good morning
I have just noted this is the last day for comments so I would like to oppose any small site development in
hadley wood
The charm of this area is rightly admired and cherished by all who live and visit here
I understand that the presence of a small railway station might lead to a presumption of future development
The station allows younger working families to travel to the city but the other local amenities needed for more
development are totally lacking
As we have seen to our cost with the closure of Hadley Green Road and the banning of heavy traffic the area is
totally unsuited to future building development
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Hi Enfield council,
My name is Samuel Cripps & I own timbered gardens a timber landscaping business ran out
of Crews Hill working in conjunction with Aylwards of Crews Hill ltd & Thompsons of
Crews Hill ltd.
As I understand Aylwards & in fact Thompsons have had sites on Cattle gate road for over 35
years!
Both these businesses I work closely with & are family run, as is mine.
I find it completely ludicrous that developers wish to ruin well established family run
businesses to build more housing when there is plenty of green belt land around the Crews
Hill area that is far more suitable!
Also many many people including myself & my employees will remain in work - paying our
taxes & not claiming the doll which is what will happen in a very large scale if greedy & lazy
developers get their way.
I might just also add that in my view to ear mark Crews Hill for development is down to
having a road already built - logistically this makes sense to the developers of course but to
me & my colleagues Aylwards & Thompsons it’s rediculous.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate

to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;

• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt
for housing or other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions
below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they
highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed: Core
Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green
Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the
loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of
land use [excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE.
GROWTH CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED
LAND/ BROWNFIELD.

2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive
register of brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows
sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure during the plan period and
beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train
service, this area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more
homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so
that areas closest to public transport can be released for mixed use
development, while other areas can be intensified through stacking or better
land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final
option which suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is
unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and professional boundary review
was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the Council
itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible
Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of
the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending
the boundary where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20
years. Another boundary review should not be needed until 2028 at the
earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by
possible increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which
would allow some development and improvements on suitable sites at
Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It
should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station
on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some
development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green
Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of
Enfield’s growing population. However, these options need to be combined
with creative masterplanning of several large sites, including the
Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its surrounds,
and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades.
All these solutions together will not only provide good homes for the
borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE
GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and
protects Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes

b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment
space can be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of
existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and
retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition
to the traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental,
economic and social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood
alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear
inaccessible or of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For
these reasons, all our Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I
would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that another Green Belt
Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the
Green Belt, serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!
Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not
target any sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own
views.
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Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Question 1 –
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.
Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in
2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong

defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!
Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have

now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.
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FEBRUARY 27 2019
Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield S ociety. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Leave the Green Belt alone. Leave Crews Hill alone. STOP BUILDING and concreting
over green spaces. When is enough enough?

202

Dear Enfield Council
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.
The choice to build on Green Belt land must be sen as final and irreversible. The
amenities, wildlife habitats and clean air provided by our Green Belt will be destroyed
forever. Once the land has been developed, the change will be permanent. Instead of a
pleasant suburb on the edge of Green Belt amenities, Enfield will be merged into the vast
sprawl of London. The benefits of the Green Belt will be replaced by overcrowding and
pollution.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food
and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Response to local Plan Consultation - Enfield 2019
As residents of Enfield Borough since 1942, we have witnessed many changes introduced locally, and to some
extent, London-wide over the years.
Of the objectives raised in your summary, particularly in the light of current national uncertainties, several of them
will inevitably place severe strain on an already flimsy, over-stretched infrastructure, with particular respect to
medical, school, transport and recreational facilities, attempting to serve Enfield's already high overall population
density.
Whilst the objectives are generally laudable, we consider it necessary to raise our major objections to two specific
proposals under current consideration, which, if passed, would be amongst the first to be put into operation to
create high-volume, accessible accommodation quickly.
1:

The proposal to destroy the Crews Hill area of nationally protected Green-Belt land.
Records show that sufficient brown-field sites currently exist throughout the borough, to accommodate
more than the anticipated regional "new home" needs over the next 10 to 15 years.
In addition, the increasing number of "high-street" retail premises, some of considerable size, many of which
already exist in deprived parts of the borough, closing week by week throughout the area, increasingly offer
ample scope for change of use/ conversion to domestic accommodation, without any need whatever for
further, and entirely unnecessary ecological destruction.

2:

An ongoing consideration to demolish the entire "Southgate Office Village" complex in Chase Road,
Southgate, to be replaced by a 17-storey residential development between Chase Road and Park Road Nl4.
Many local residents are actively preparing to resist the construction of such a megalith, in a totally
inappropriate location, entirely out of character with the majority of nearby buildings, and most importantly,
introducing a further excess population density in an area already suffering from minimum road-space, and
an entirely inadequate infrastructure to serve its current and ever growing population.

Admittedly, the challenges facing our local Council are considerable, but let us not indiscriminately destroy the
settled lives of our existing communities, our district and its natural surroundings without considering and exploiting
perfectly viable alternatives.
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Dear Enfield Council
Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.
Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

